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TNT1FT  AND  SUMMARY  OF  H.  R.  l5l5l 


Mar 

18, 

1^66 

Rep.  Jones,  Mo,,  introduced  F.  P.  l5l5l 
which  was  referred  to  House  Agriculture 
Committee,  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

May 

19, 

1966 

Sen.  Fastland  introduced  S.  3382  which  was 
referred  to  Senate  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

May 

2b » 

1966 

House  committee  reported  H.  R.  I5l5l  with  an 
amendment,  H,  Report  15U9 «  Print  of  bill 
and  report. 

House  passed  H.  R.  l5l5l  as  reported. 

May 

?6, 

1966 

H.  R.  l5l?l  was  placed  on  the  Senate  calendar. 

June 

1, 

1966 

Senate  passed  H,  P.  l5l5l  with  amendments. 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 

June 

2, 

1966 

House  conferees  were  appointed. 

June 

1966 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  a.  report. 

June 

7, 

1966 

House  received  and  agreed  to  conference 
report-  on  H.  R.  l5l5l.  H.  Report-  No.  l6ll. 
Print  of  report. 

June 

•s 

CC 

1966 

Senate  began  debate  on  conference  report. 

June 

9, 

1966 

Senate  agreed  to  the  conference  report-  on 

H.  R.  15151. 

June 

17, 

1966 

Approved:  Public  Law  89-U51, 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  89-451 

ALTERNATE  CROPPING  IN  DISASTER  AREAS .  Amends  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  and  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  to  give  farmers  who  are  prevented 
from  planting  wheat,  feed  grains,  or  cotton  by  flood 
or  other  natural  disasters  the  same  opportunity  to 
plant  alternate  crops  that  the  law  accords  farmers 
whose  crops  have  been  destroyed  by  such  disaster  after 
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80tii  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  15151 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF 


May  18,,  1966 

Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  permit  the  planting  of  soybeans  in  lieu  of  cotton  in  certain 

disaster  areas  in  1966. 

j  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tides  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  108(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end 

5  of  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the  following  :  “ :  Provided,  That 
G  for  the  1968  crop  any  such  acreage  in  areas  designated  by 
7  the  Secretary  as  disaster  areas  may  he  devoted  to  soybeans.” 
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89tii  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3382 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  19,1966 

Mr.  Eastland  (for  himself,  Mr.  Bass,  Mr.  Symington,  Mr.  Long  of  Missouri, 
Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  McClellan)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was 
read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  to  permit 
the  planting  of  soybeans  in  lieu  of  cotton  in  certain  disaster 
areas  in  1966. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  103  (d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  before  the  period  at  the  end 

5  of  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the  following:  Provided ,  That 

6  for  the  1966  crop  any  such  acreage  in  areas  designated  by 

7  the  Secretary  as  disaster  areas  may  he  devoted  to  soybeans.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed^bill  to  permit  alternate  crops  hur  acreage  unplanted  be¬ 
cause  of  natural  disaster.  House  debated  labor  standards  will. 


HOUSE 


1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit  the  planting  of 

alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  natural  disaster,  which 
had  been  reported  with  amendment  earlier  in  the  day  (H.  Rept.  1549).  pp. 
10727*8,  10806  


'ABOR  STANDARDS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  13712,  making  various  amendments  to  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  including  its  extension  to  farm  labor.  General  debal 
was  completed.  The  bill  is  to  be  read  for  amendment  today.  pp.  10731-70 


2 


U  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Rep.  Erlenborn  was  elected  to  the  Education  and  Labor, 
Committee,  Rep.  Edwards  to  Government  Operations,  and  Rep.  Skubitz  to  Public 
lorks.  p.  10727 


4.  RECREATION.  Rep.  O'Neal,  Ga. ,  objected  to  the  proposal  to  charge  fees  /or 
recreation  at  Corps  of  Engineers  projects,  pp.  10770-1 


5.  MILK  PRISES,  Rep,  Nelsen  said  Gardner  Ackley's  recommendation  of  increase 
in  milk  supports  comes  too  late.  p.  10785 


6.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Teague,  Calif.,  spoke  in  observance  oJl  Soil  Steward¬ 
ship  Week.  p\l0786 


7.  RURAL  DEVELOPMENtX  Rep.  Patman  inserted  and  commended  Secretary  Freeman's 
speech  at  Hot  Springs,  Va.  ,  on  rural  development,  pp.  >10797-9 


8.  BUILDINGS.  The  ForeigX Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  140: 
to  authorize  additionalNappropriations  for  Government  buildings  in  foreign 
countries  (H.  Rept.  155lX  p.  10806  / 


9.  RESEARCH.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S./944,  to  provide  for  expanded 
research  and  development  in  th^  marine  environment  of  the  U.  S.  (H.  Rept.  154* 
p.  10806 


10.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Ways  and  Means  cXrcnittee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actual, 
report)  H.  R.  15202,  to  limit  the  fX^l/c  debt  to  $330  billion  for  the  fiscal 
year  1967.  p.  D453 


SNATE 


11.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Avm/d  Services  cWiittee  reported  with  an  amendmetu 
S.  3105,  the  fiscal  1967  authorization  for  military  construction,  including 
authorization  of  appropriations  for  payment  oiXfhe  debt  to  the  Commodity  Credi 
Corporation  for  foreign  currencies  used  in  prioXy^ars  by  ^be  Department  of 
Defense  for  foreign  military  family  housing  (S.  R^pt.  1185)  (p.  10686).  This^ 
bill  was  made  the  unfinished  business  of  the  Senate\ (pp.  10720-1). 


12. 


RECREATION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  InsulaivAf fairs  Committee 
approved  for  full  /Committee  action  H.  R.  10451,  to  auttXrize  the  Interior  De¬ 
partment  to  transfer  certain  Colorado  lands  to  the  Agriculture  Department  for 
recreation  development.  p.  D450 


13.  RESEARCH  ANIMALS.  Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  urged  legislation  to  correct  "the  intoler* 
ble  conditions  that  now  exist  regarding  the  sale  and  treatmentxpf  vertebrate 
animals  used  for  experimental  purposes."  p.  10689 


14.  FOREIGN^ TRADE.  Sen.  Javits  spoke  in  support  of  the  proposed  East-We\t  Trade 
Relations  Act  of  1966,  which  "would  provide  the  President  with  the  necessary 
authority  to  negotiate  commercial  agreements  with  Communist  countries,\  and 
iserted  supporting  articles.  pp.  10694-7  *  x 

Sen.  Javits  expressed  concern  over  the  "increased  imports  of  foreign  rn^de 
rubber-soled  footwear  and  shoes"  and  inserted  a  fact  sheet  on  the  import  or 
this  product.  pp.  1069A-9 


89tii  Congress 

2d  Session 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


Report 

Jo.  1549 


PERMITTING  THE  PLANTING  OF  ALTERNATE  CROPS  ON 
ACREAGE  WHICH  IS  UNPLANTED  BECAUSE  OF  A 
NATURAL  DISASTER 


May  24,  1966. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


) 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 


following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.R.  15151] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  lull 
(H.R.  15151)  to  permit  the  planting  of  soybeans  in  lieu  of  cotton  in 
certain  disaster  areas  in  1966,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  section  103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  in  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the  words  “income  pro¬ 
ducing  crop  in  such  year.”  and  inserting  “crop  for  which  there  are  marketing 
quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  105(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  sentence  “An  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds 
was  not  planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought,  Hood,  or  other  natural  disaster 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  for 
purposes  of  such  payments  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to 
any  other  income-producing  crop  during  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  sentence  “An  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted 
to  feed  grains  because  of  drought,  Hood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  pay¬ 
ments  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for 
which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect. 

Sec.  3.  Section  379c(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as,  amended 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  reading  “An  acreage  on  the  farm  not 
planted  to  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  this 
subsection  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  income- 
producing  crops  during  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence 
“An  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for 
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harvest  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently 
planted  to  any  crop  for  which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment 
programs  in  effect.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read : 

A  bill  to  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted 
because  of  a  natural  disaster. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  give  farmers  who  are  prevented  from 
planting  v  heat,  feed  grains,  or  cotton  by  flood  or  other  natural  disaster 
the  same  opportunity  to  plant  alternative  crops  that  the  law  now 
accords  farmers  whose  crops  have  been  destroyed  by  such  a  disaster 
after  planting. 

Need  for  the  Legislation 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965, 
farmers  who  have  signed  up  to  participate  in  the  wheat,  feed  grain,  or 
cotton  program  and  have  planted  their  permitted  acreage  only  to  have 
it  destroyed  by  flood,  drought,  or  other  natural  disaster,  are  eligible  to 
receive  the  land-diversion  and  price  support  payments  they  would! 
have  received  had  the  crop  not  been  destroyed.  At  the  same  time, 
they  are  permitted  to  use  the  land  for  any  other  nonregulated  crop. 

Apparently  by  inadvertence,  this  same  privilege  of  planting  alterna¬ 
tive  crops  was  not  extended  to  those  farmers  participating  in  the 
wheat,  feed  grain,  or  cotton  programs  who  were  prevented  by  flood 
or  other  natural  disaster  from  even  planting  their  permitted  acres. 

This  situation  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  committee  as 
the  result  of  t he  heavy  and  protracted  rains  in  the  south  central  part 
of  the  United  States  which  have  prevented  some  cotton  farmers  from 
planting.  The  bill  will  permit  these  farmers,  if  the  Secretary  finds 
that  their  failure  to  plant  was  due  to  a  natural  disaster,  to  have  the 
same  opportunity  to  plant  an  alternative  crop  that  the  law  now  per¬ 
mits  for  farmers  who  did  plant  their  permitted  crop  and  had  it  de¬ 
stroyed  later. 

Committee  Amendment 

Hearings  were  held  on  similar  bills  by  Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri,  Mr. 
Gathings,  of  Arkansas,  Mr.  Abernethy,  of  Mississippi,  Mr.  Stubble¬ 
field,  of  Kentucky,  Mr.  Passman,  of  Louisiana,  and  Mr.  Everett,  of 
Tennessee.  All  these  bills  related  only  to  cotton. 

The  committee  has  amended  the  bill  introduced  by  Mr.  Jones 
(H.R.  15151)  so  as  to  make  the  same  principle  apply  to  wheat  and 
feed  grains,  as  well  as  to  cotton. 

The  bill  as  amended  was  unanimously  reported. 

Cost 

There  should  be  no  additional  cost  to  the  Government  as  the  result 
of  this  legislation. 

Departmental  Approval 

Witnesses  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  at  the  hearings  stated 
that  the  Department  recognizes  the  equity  of  the  situation  involved 
here  and  has  no  objection  to  the  bill  as  amended. 
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Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  Amended 
******* 

Sec.  103.  *  *  * 

(d)(1)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  if  pro¬ 
ducers  have  not  disapproved  marketing  cpiotas,  price  support  and 
diversion  payments  shall  be  made  available  for  the  1966,  1967,  1968, 
and  1969  crops  of  upland  cotton  as  provided  in  this  subsection. 

(2)  Price  support  for  each  such  crop  of  upland  cotton  shall  be 
made  available  to  cooperators  through  loans  at  such  level,  not  exceed¬ 
ing  a  level  which  will  reflect  for  Middling  one-inch  upland  cotton  at 
average  location  in  the  United  States  90  per  centum  of  the  estimated 
average  world  market  price  for  Middling  one-inch  upland  cotton  for 
the  marketing  year  for  such  crop,  as  the  Secretary  determines  will 
provide  orderly  marketing  of  cotton  during  the  harvest  season  and 
will  retain  an  adequate  share  of  the  world  market  for  cotton  produced 
in  the  United  States  taking  into  consideration  tiie  factors  specified  in 
section  401(b)  of  this  Act:  Provided,  That  the  national  average  loan 
rate  for  the  1966  crop  shall  reflect  21  cents  per  pound  for  Middling 
one-inch  upland  cotton. 

(3)  I  he  Secretary  also  shall  provide  additional  price  support  for 
each  such  crop  through  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind  to  cooperators 
at  a  rate  not  less  than  9  cents  per  pound:  Provided,  That  the  rate  shall 
be  such  that  the  amount  obtained  by — 

(i)  multiplying  the  rate  by  the  farm  domestic  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  percentage,  and 

(ii)  dividing  the  product  thus  obtained  by  the  cooperator  per¬ 
centage  established  under  section  408(b),  and 

(iii)  adding  the  result  thus  obtained  to  the  national  average 
loan  rate 

phall  not  be  less  than  65  per  centum  or  more  than  90  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  for  cotton  as  of  the  month  in  which  the  payment 
rate  provided  for  by  this  paragraph  is  announced.  Such  payments 
shall  be  made  on  the  quantity  of  cotton  determined  by  multiplying 
the  projected  farm  yield  by  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  within 
the  farm  domestic  acreage  allotment:  Provided,  That  any  such  farm 
planting  not  less  than  90  per  centum  of  such  domestic  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  shall  be  deemed  to  have  planted  the  entire  amount  of  such 
allotment.  An  acreage  on  a  farm  in  any  such  year  which  the  Secre¬ 
tary  finds  was  not  planted  to  cotton  because  of  drought,  flood,  or 
other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  planted  to  cotton  for 
purposes  of  payments  under  this  subsection  if  such  acreage  is  not 
subsequently  devoted  to  any  other  [income-producing  crop  in  such 
year.]  crop  for  which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjust¬ 
ment  programs  in  effect. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  make  diversion  payments  in  cash  or  in  kind 
in  addition  to  the  price  support  payments  aul horized  in  paragraph  (3) 
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to  cooperators  who  reduce  their  cotton  acreage  by  diverting  a  portion 
of  their  cotton  acreage  allotment  from  the  production  of  cotton  to 
approved  conservation  practices  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary:  Provided,  That  no  reduction  below  the  domestic  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  established  under  section  350  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  shall  be  prescribed:  Provided  further,  That 
payment  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made  available  for  diverting  to 
conserving  uses  that  part  of  the  acreage  allotment  which  must  be 
diverted  from  cotton  in  order  that  the  producer  may  qualify  as  a  coop¬ 
erator.  The  rate  of  payment  for  acreage  required  to  be  diverted  in 
order  to  qualify  as  a  cooperalor  shall  not  be  less  than  25  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  for  upland  cotton  as  of  the  month  in  which  such  rate 
is  announced.  The  rate  of  payment  for  additional  acreage  diverted 
shall  be  such  rate  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  fair  and  reasonable, 
but  shall  not  exceed  40  per  centum  of  such  parity  price.  Payment  at 
each  applicable  rate  shall  be  made  on  the  quantity  of  cotton  determined 
by  multiplying  the  acreage  diverted  from  the  production  of  cotton 
at  such  rate  by  the  projected  farm  yield.  In  addition  to  the  foregoing 
payment,  if  any,  payment  at  the  rate  applicable  for  acreage  requiredj 
to  be  diverted  to  qualify  as  a  cooperator  shall  be  made  to  producers 
on  small  farms  as  defined  in  section  408(b)  who  do  not  exceed  their 
farm  acreage  allotments  on  a  quantity  of  cotton  determined  by 
multiplying  an  acreage  equal  to  35  per  centum  of  such  farm  acreage 
allotment  by  the  projected  farm  yield. 

(5)  The  Secretary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the 
payments  under  this  subsection  to  producers  in  advance  of  determina¬ 
tion  of  performance  and  the  balance  of  such  payments  shall  he  made 
at  such  time  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe. 

(0)  Where  the  farm  operator  elects  to  participate  in  the  diversion 
program  authorized  in  this  subsection  and  no  acreage  is  planted  to 
cotton  on  the  farm,  diversion  payments  shall  be  made  at  the  rate 
established  under  paragraph  (4)  for  acreage  required  to  be  diverted 
to  qualify  as  a  cooperator  on  the  quantity  of  cotton  determined  by 
multiplying  that  part  of  the  farm  acreage  allotment  required  to  be 
diverted  to  qualify  as  a  cooperator  by  the  projected  farm  yield,  and 
the  remainder  of  such  allotment  may  be  released  under  the  provisions 
of  section  344(m)(2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  The  acreage  on  which  payment  is  made  under  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  regarded  as  planted  to  cotton  for  purposes  of  estab-| 
iishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments,  and  farm 
bases. 

(7)  Payments  in  kind  under  this  subsection  shall  be  made  through 
the  issuance  of  certificates  which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation 
shall  redeem  for  cotton  under  regulations  issued  by  the  Secretary  at 
a  value  per  pound  equal  to  not  less  than  the  current  loan  rate  therefor. 
The  Corporation  may,  under  regulations  prescribed  bv  the  Secretary, 
assist  the  producers  in  the  marketing  of  such  certificates  at  such  times 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary  determines  will  best  effectuate  the 
purposes  of  the  program  authorized  by  this  subsection. 

(8)  Payments  under  this  subsection  shall  be  conditioned  on  the 
farm  having  an  acreage  of  approved  conservation  uses  equal  to  the 
sum  of  (i)  the  reduction  in  cotton  acreage  required  to  qualify  for 
such  payments  (hereinafter  called  “diverted  acreage”),  and  (ii)  the 
average  acreage  of  cropland  on  the  farm  devoted  to  designated  soil- 
conserving  crops  or  practices,  including  summer  fallow  and  idle  land. 


PLANTING  ALTERNATE  CROPS  ON  CERTAIN  ACREAGE 


5 

during  a  base  period  prescribed  by  the  Secretary:  Provided,  That 
the  Secretary  may  permit  all  or  any  part  of  such  diverted  acreage 
to  be  devoted  to  the  production  of  guar,  sesame,  safflower,  sunflower, 
castor  beans,  mustard  seed,  crambe,  plantago  ovato,  and  flaxseed,  if 
he  determines  that  such  production  is  necessary  to  provide  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  such  commodities,  is  not  likely  to  increase  the  cost  of 
the  price  support  program,  and  will  not  adversely  affect  farm  income, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  payment  under  paragraph  (4)  or  (6) 
with  respect  to  diverted  acreage  devoted  to  any  such  crop  shall  be  at  a 
rate  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  taking  into 
consideration  the  use  of  such  acreage  for  the  production  of  such  crops, 
but  in  no  event  shall  the  payment  exceed  one-half  the  rate  which  other¬ 
wise  would  be  applicable  if  such  acreage  were  devoted  to  conserva¬ 
tion  uses. 

(9)  The  acreage  regarded  as  planted  to  cotton  on  any  farm  which 
qualifies  for  payment  under  this  subsection  except  under  paragraph 
(6)  shall,  for  purposes  of  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm 
acreage  allotments  and  farm  bases,  be  the  farm  acreage  allotment 
established  under  section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  excluding  adjustments  under  subsection  (m)(2) 
thereof. 

(10)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  protect 
the  interests  of  tenants  and  sharecroppers,  including  provision  for 
sharing  diversion  payments  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis  under  this 
subsection.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  price  sup¬ 
port  payments  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  cotton  crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  therefrom,  except  that  in  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary 
determines  that  such  basis  would  not  be  fair  and  equitable,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  provide  for  such  sharing  on  such  other  basis  as  he  may 
determine  to  be  fair  and  equitable. 

(11)  In  any  case  in  which  the  failure  of  a  producer  to  comply  fully 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  programs  formulated  under  this 
Act  preclude  the  making  of  payments  under  this  section,  the  Secretary 
may,  nevertheless,  make  such  payments  in  such  amounts  as  he  deter¬ 
mines  to  be  equitable  in  relation  to  the  seriousness  of  the  default. 

(12)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  if,  as  a 
result  of  limitations  hereafter  enacted  with  respect  to  price  support 
under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  is  unable  to  make  available  to  all 
cooperators  the  full  amount  of  price  support  to  which  they  would 
otherwise  be  entitled  under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection 
for  any  crop  of  upland  cotton,  (A)  price  support  to  cooperators  shall 
be  made  available  for  such  crop  (if  marketing  quotas  have  not  been 
disapproved)  through  loans  or  purchases  at  such  level  not  less  than  65 
per  centum  nor  more  than  90  per  centum  of  the  parity  price  therefor  as 
the  Secretary  determines  appropriate;  (B)  in  order  to  keep  upland 
cotton  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  in  the  normal  channels  of 
trade,  such  price  support  may  be  carried  out  through  the  simultaneous 
purchase  of  cotton  at  the  support  price  therefor  and  resale  at  a  lower 
price  or  through  loans  under  which  the  cotton  would  be  redeemable  by 
payment  of  a  price  therefor  lower  than  the  amount  of  the  loan  thereon: 
and  (C)  such  resale  or  redemption  price  shall  be  such  as  the  Secretary 
determines  will  provide  orderly  marketing  of  cotton  during  the  harvest 
season  and  will  retain  an  adequate  share  of  the  world  market  for 
cotton  produced  in  the  United  States. 
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(13)  The  provisions  of  subsection  8(g)  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act,  as  amended  (relating  to  assignment  of 
payments),  shall  also  apply  to  payments  under  this  subsection. 

(14)  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  is  authorized  to  utilize 
its  capital  funds  and  other  assets  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  pay¬ 
ments  authorized  in  this  subsection  and  to  pay  administrative  expenses 
necessary  in  carrying  out  this  subsection. 

*****  *  * 

Sec.  105.  *  *  * 

(e)  For  the  1966  through  1969  crops  of  feed  grains,  the  Secretary 
shall  require,  as  a  condition  of  eligiblity  for  price  support  on  the  crop 
of  any  feed  grain  which  is  included  in  any  acreage  diversion  program 
formulated  under  section  16(i)  of  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic 
Allotment  Act,  as  amended,  that  the  producer  shall  participate  in 
the  diversion  program  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and, 
if  no  diversion  program  is  in  effect  for  any  crop,  he  may  require  as  a 
condition  of  eligiblity  for  price  support  on  such  crop  of  feed  grains 
that  the  producer  shall  not  exceed  his  feed  grain  base:  Provided,  That 
the  acreage  on  any  farm  which  is  diverted  from  the  production  of  feed 
grains  pursuant  to  a  contract  hereafter  entered  into  under  the  Crop¬ 
land  Ad  justment  Program  shall  be  deemed  to  be  acreage  diverted  from 
the  production  of  feed  grains  for  purposes  of  meeting  the  foregoing 
requirements  for  eligibility  for  price  support:  Provided  further,  That 
the  Secretary  may  provide  that  no  producer  of  malting  barley  shall 
be  required  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  price  support  for  barley 
to  participate  in  the  acreage  diversion  program  for  feed  grains  if  such 
producer  has  previously  produced  a  malting  variety  of  barley,  plants 
barley  only  of  an  acceptable  malting  variety  for  harvest,  does  not 
knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  excess  of  110  per 
centum  of  the  average  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to  barley  in  1959 
and  1960,  does  not  knowingly  devote  an  acreage  on  the  farm  to  corn 
and  grain  sorghums  in  excess  of  the  acreage  devoted  on  the  farm  to 
corn  and  grain  sorghums  in  1959  and  1960,  and  does  not  devote  any 
acreage  devoted  to  the  production  of  oats  and  rye  in  1959  and  1960 
to  the  production  of  wheat  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  328 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  Such  portion  of  the  sup¬ 
port  price  for  any  feed  grain  included  in  the  acreage  diversion  pro¬ 
gram  as  the  Secretary  determines  desirable  to  assure  that  the  benefits 
of  the  price-support  and  diversion  programs  inure  primarily  to  those 
producers  who  cooperate  in  reducing  their  acreages  of  feed  grains 
shall  be  made  available  to  producers  through  payments-in-kind.  Such 
payments-in-kind  shall  be  made  available  on  the  maximum  permitted 
acreage,  or  the  Secretary  may  make  the  same  total  amount  available 
on  a  smaller  acreage  or  acreages  at  a  higher  rate  or  rates.  The  number 
of  bushels  of  such  feed  grain  on  which  such  payments-in-kind  shall 
be  made  shall  be  determined  by  multiplying  that  part  of  the  actual 
acreage  of  such  feed  grain  planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  on  w  hich 
the  Secretary  makes  such  payments  available  by  the  farm  projected 
yield  per  acre:  Provided,  That  for  purposes  of  such  payments,  the 
Secretary  may  permit  producers  of  feed  grains  to  have  acreage  devoted 
to  soybeans  considered  as  devoted  to  the  production  of  feed  grains  to 
such  extent  and  subject  to  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary 
determines  w  ill  not  impair  the  effective  operation  of  the  price  support 
program:  Provided  further,  That  for  purposes  of  such  payments,  pro- 
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ducers  on  any  farm  who  have  planted  not  less  than  90  per  centum  of 
the  acreage  of  feed  grains  permitted  to  be  planted  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  planted  the  entire  acreage  permitted.  Notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (a),  that  portion  of  the  support  price  which 
is  made  available  through  loans  and  purchases  for  the  1906  through 
1969  crops  may  be  reduced  below  the  loan  level  for  the  1965  crop  by 
such  amounts  and  in  such  stages  as  may  be  necessary  to  promote 
increased  participation  in  the  feed  grain  program,  taking  into  account 
increases  in  yields,  but  so  as  not  to  disrupt  the  feed  grain  and  live¬ 
stock  economy:  Provided,  That  this  authority  shall  not  be  construed 
to  modify  or  affect  the  Secretary’s  discretion  to  maintain  or  increase 
total  price  support  levels  to  cooperators.  [An  acreage  on  the  farm 
which  the  Secretary  find  was  not  planted  to  feed  grains  because  of 
drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual 
acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  pay¬ 
ments  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other 
income-producing  crop  during  such  year.]  An  acreage  on  the  farm 
which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  'planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of 
feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments  provided  such 
acreage _  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for  which  there  are 
marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  make  not  to  exceed  50  per  centum  of  any  payments  hereunder 
to  producers  in  advance  of  determination  of  performance.  Payments- 
in-kind  shall  be  made  through  the  issuance  of  negotiable  certificates 
which  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall  redeem  for  feed  grains 
(such  feed  grains  to  be  valued  by  the  Secretary  at  not  less  than  the  cur¬ 
rent  support  price  made  available  through  loans  and  purchases,  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges)  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  and  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  shall,  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  assist  the  producer  in  the  marketing  of 
such  certificates.  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  such 
certificates  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  then  respec¬ 
tive  shares  in  the  feed  grain  crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  therefrom,  except  that  in  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary 
determines  that  such  basis  would  not  be  fair  and  equitable,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  provide  for  such  sharing  on  such  other  basis  as  he  may 
determine  to  be  fair  and  equitable.  If  the  operator  of  the  farm  elects 
to  participate  in  the  acreage  diversion  program,  price  support  for  feed 
grains  included  in  the  program  shall  be  made  available  to  the  pro¬ 
ducers  on  such  farm  only  if  such  producers  divert  from  the  production 
of  such  feed  grains,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such  program, 
an  acreage  on  the  farm  equal  to  the  number  of  acres  which  such  oper¬ 
ator  agrees  to  divert,  and  the  agreement  shall  so  provide.  In  any  case 
in  which  the  failure  of  a  producer  to  comply  fully  with  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  programs  formulated  under  this  subsection  (e)  and 
subsection  (d)  of  this  section  preclude  the  making  of  payments-in- 
kind,  the  Secretary  may,  nevertheless,  make  such  payments-in-kind 
in  such  amounts  as  he  determines  to  be  equitable  in  relation  to  the 
seriousness  of  the  default. 
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Agricultural  Act  op  1938,  as  Amended 

5fC  5jc  2fC  5fC  5#C 

MARKETING  CERTIFICATES 

Sec.  379c.  (a)  The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  issuance  of' 
wheat  marketing  certificates  for  each  marketing  year  for  which  a 
wheat  marketing  allocation  program  is  in  effect  for  the  purpose  of  en¬ 
abling  producers  on  any  farm  with  respect  to  which  certificates  are  is¬ 
sued  to  receive,  in  addition  to  the  other  proceeds  from  the  sale  of 
wheat,  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  such  certificates.  The  wheat 
marketing  certificates  issued  with  respect  to  any  farm  for  any  market¬ 
ing  year  shall  be  in  the  amount  of  the  farm  wheat  marketing  alloca¬ 
tion  for  such  year,  but  not  to  exceed  (i)  the  actual  acreage  of  wheat 
planted  on  the  farm  for  harvest  in  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  mar¬ 
keting  year  begin  multiplied  by  the  normal  yield  of  wheat  for  the 
farm,  plus  (ii)  the  amount  of  wheat  stored  under  section  379c(b)  or 
to  avoid  or  postpone  a  marketing  quota  penalty,  which  is  released 
from  storage  during  the  marketing  year  on  account  of  underplanting  I 
or  underproduction,  and  if  this  limitation  operates  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  which  would  otherwise  be  is¬ 
sued  with  respect  to  the  farm,  such  reduction  shall  be  made  first  from 
the  amount  of  export  certificates  which  would  otherwise  be  issued. 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for  the  sharing  of  wheat  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  among  producers  on  the  farm  on  the  basis  of  their  respective 
shares  in  the  wheat  crop  produced  on  the  farm,  or  the  proceeds  there¬ 
from.  The  Secretary  shall,  in  accordance  with  such  regulation  as  he 
may  prescribe,  provide  for  the  issuance  of  domestic  marketing  certifi¬ 
cates  for  the  portion  of  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  represent¬ 
ing  wheat  used  for  food  products  for  consumption  in  the  United 
States  and  for  the  issuance  of  export  marketing  certificates  for  the 
portion  of  the  wheat  marketing  allocation  used  for  exports.  [An 
acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood, 
or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided 
such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  income-produc¬ 
ing  crops  during  such  year.]  An  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to 
wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  this  | 
subsection  provided,  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  crop 
for  which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs 
in  effect. 
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89th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


[Report  No.  1549] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  18, 1966 

Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Agriculture 

May  24, 1966 

Reported  with  amendments ;  considered,  amended,  and  passed 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


To  permit  the  planting  of  soybeans  in  lieu  of  cotton  in  certain 

disaster  areas  in  1966. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  (That  section  40§-fd}-  of  tbe  Agricultural  Ant  of  -1919,  as 

4  amendedj  is  amended  by  adding  before  tbo  period  at  tbe  end 

5  of  paragraph  -(9)-  thereof  the  following-?  ~  Provided?  That 

6  for  the  1966  crop  any  such  acreage  in  areas  designated  by 

7  tbe  Secretary  as  disaster  areas  may  be  denoted  to  soybeans?” 

8  That  section  103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

9  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  in 
10  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the  words  “income  producing  crop 


I 


2 


1  in  such  year.”  and  inserting  “crop  for  which  there  are  mar- 

2  keting  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

3  Sec.  2.  Section  105(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 

4  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  “an 

5  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted 

6  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 

7  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed 

8  grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments 

9  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any 

10  other  income-producing  crop  during  such  year.”  and  insert- 

11  ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm 

12  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted  to  feed  grains 

13  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall 

14  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted 

15  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments  provided  such 

16  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for 

17  which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment 

18  programs  in  effect.” 

19  Sec.  3.  Section  379c(a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust- 

20  ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 

21  sentence  reading  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to 

22  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster 

23  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for 

24  harvest  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such  acreage 

25  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  income-producing 


3 


1  crops  during  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sen- 

2  tence  an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  wheat  because  of 

3  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to 

4  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  pur- 

5  poses  of  this  subsection  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subse- 

6  quently  planted  to  any  crop  for  which  there  are  marketing 

7  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  implanted 
because  of  a  natural  disaster.” 
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Mat  23,  1966. 

!  Honorable  the  Speaker, 
of  Representatives. 

t:  Pursuant  to  authority  granted  on  May 
23,  1966,  The  Clerk  received  from  the  Sec- 
retary  \jf  the  Senate  today  the  following 

“That  the  Senate  agree  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Home  of  Representatives  to  the  bill 
(S.  3233)  entitled  'An  Act  to  promote  private 
financing  of  credit  needs  and  to  provide  for 
an  efficient  and ^orderly  method  of  liquidat¬ 
ing  financial  assets  held  by  Federal  credit 
agencies,  and  for  other  purposes.’  ” 
Respectfully  ytours, 

Ralph  R.  Roberts, 

Clerk,  U.S.  House  a f  Representatives. 


SIGNING  OF  ENROLLED  BILLS 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Cnkir  desires  to 
announce  that  pursuant  to  tns  authority 
granted  him  on  Monday,  May\23,  1966, 
he  did  on  that  day  sign  the  mjlowing 
-enrolled  bill  of  the  Senate: 

S.  3283.  An  act  to  promote  private  financ¬ 
ing  of  credit  needs  and  to  provide  forYan 
efficient  and  orderly  method  of  liquidatir 
financial  assets  held  by  Federal  credit  ageni 
cies,  and  for  other  purposes. 

RESIGNATION  FROM  COMMITTEE 

The  SPEAKER  laid  before  the  House 
the  following  resignation  from  a  com¬ 
mittee  : 

Congress  op  the  United  States, 

House  op  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  23,  1966. 
The  Honorable  John  W.  McCormack, 

Speaker,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

H  206,  The  Capitol 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  hereby  tender  my 
resignation  from  the  House  Admlnistratig 
Committee,  to  become  effective  Tuesday,  May 
24,  1966. 

With  kind  personal  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely  yours, 

John  N.  Erleni>6rn. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  will  be  accepted 

There  was  no  objection. 

ELECTION  OF  MEMBERS  OF  STAND¬ 
ING  COMMITTEES 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORIA  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  offer  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  863)  and 
ask  unanimous  consent/  for  its  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  thi/  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

H.  R/s.  863 

Resolved,  That  Cod  following-named  Mem¬ 
bers  be,  and  they  jlre  hereby,  elected  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  following  standing  committees 
of  the  House  of  Representatives: 

Committee  oiyTSducation  and  Labor:  John 
N.  Erlenborn,  pi  Hlinois. 

Committee  /on  Government  Operations: 
Jack  Edwards*,  of  Alabama. 

Committed  on  House  Administration: 
Barber  B.  Oonable,  Jr.,  of  New  York. 

Commit/ee  on  Public  Works:  Joe  Skubitz, 
of  Kans 

The yfePEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mich- 
igar 

here  was  no  objection, 
le  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

/A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
ible. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  NO.  6  OF 
SELECT  COMMITTEE  ON  ST 
BUSINESS 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Iowa.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Subcommit¬ 
tee  No.  6,  the  Select  Committee  an  Small 
Business,  be  permitted  to  sit  dicing  gen¬ 
eral  debate  this  afternoon. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  Objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentlemai/from  Iowa? 
There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr/  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  ofMarch  22  corrected 
so  that  the  perma/ent  Record  of  that 
date  would  show /the  following:  Page 
6255,  line  22,  column  1,  left  hand  side  of 
page,  strike  oui/  the  title  “Millennium 
Pageant,”  and  /Insert  a  new  title  which 
should  read:  ‘‘A.  Salute  to  Poland  on  Her 
Millennium  ^Program  Held  in  Miami, 
Florida,  on  March  13,  1966,  Sponsored  by 
the  Florida/Division  of  the  Polish  Ameri¬ 
can  Congress,  Mrs.  Maria  Dambski, 
president/’ 

le  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
th<\  r^uest  of  the  gentleman  from 
Floi 

TlyfeXe  was  no  objection. 


AMENDING  THE  FOREIGN  AGENTS 
'REGISTRATION  ACT  OF  1938,  AS 
AMENDED^ 

Mr.  CELLEltx  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  hill  (S.  693)  to  amend 
the  Foreign  Agents  Registration  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  with  House  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  insist\on  the  House 
amendments,  and  agree  tosjhe  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  Objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  \rom  New 
York? 

The  Chair  hears  none,  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  CRler, 
Tuck,  Kasxenmeier,  Poff  and  Hutch¬ 
inson. 


SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PRINTING  OF 
THE  COMMITTEE  ON  HOUSE  AD¬ 
MINISTRATION 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Subcommit¬ 
tee  on  Printing  of  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration  may  be  permitted 
to  sit  during  general  debate  today.  May 
24,  1966. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


TO  PERMIT  THE  PLANTING  OF  SOY¬ 
BEANS  IN  LIEU  OF  COTTON  IN 
CERTAIN  DISASTER  AREAS  IN  1966 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
15151)  to  permit  the  planting  of  soy¬ 


beans  in  lieu  of  cotton  in  certain  disaster 
areas  in  1966. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

H.R. 15151 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  sec¬ 
tion  103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  before. the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3)  thereof 
the  following:  “:  Provided,  That  for  the  1966 
crop  any  such  acreage  in  areas  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  disaster  areas  may  be  de¬ 
voted  to  soybeans.’’ 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert: 

“That  section  103(d)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  in  paragraph 
(3)  thereof  the  words  ‘income  producing 
crop  in  such  year.’  and  inserting  ‘crop  for 
which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  volun¬ 
tary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.’ 

“Sec.  2.  Section  105(e)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  sentence  ‘an  acreage  on  the 
farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not 
planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains 
planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  pay¬ 
ments  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subse¬ 
quently  planted  to  any  other  income-pro¬ 
ducing  crop  during  such  year.’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence  ‘an  acreage 
on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was 
not  planted  to  feed  grains  because  of 
drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed 
grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of 
such  payments  provided  such  acreage  is  not 
subsequently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for 
which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  volun¬ 
tary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Section  379c(a)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence 
reading  ‘an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted 
to  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest 
for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such 
acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any 
other  income-producing  crops  during  such 
year.’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sen¬ 
tence  ‘an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted 
to  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest 
for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such 
acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any 
crop  for  which  there  are  marketing  quotas 
or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in 
effect.’  ” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
H.R.  15151  is  in  the  nature  of  emergency 
legislation,  in  that  it  would  provide 
equitable  treatment  to  all  types  of  farm¬ 
ers  who  at  this  particular  time  are  suf¬ 
fering  from  excessive  rainfall,  which  has 
reached  flood  proportions  in  several 
States,  including  Missouri,  Arkansas, 
Tennessee,  Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Lou¬ 
isiana,  and  Texas.  In  some  areas  of 
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each  of  the  above  States,  farmers  have 
been  unable  to  plant  cotton,  due  to  this 
natural  disaster. 

Hearings  on  H.R.  15151  were  held  by 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
last  Friday,  at  which  time  general  agree¬ 
ment  was  reached  that  legislation  was 
necessary  if  all  farmers  were  to  be  treat¬ 
ed  on  the  same  basis.  While  the  original 
bill  provided  relief  for  1  year  only — 
namely,  1966 — the  committee,  in  its  judg¬ 
ment  decided  that  the  bill  should  be  more 
general  in  application,  and  the  bill  was 
so  amended.  / 

Stated  very  briefly,  and  quoting  from 
the  committee  report  which  will  appear 
in  these  proceedings: 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  give  farmers 
who  are  prevented  from  planting  wheat,  feed 
grains,  or  cotton,  by  flood  or  other  natural 
disaster  the  same  opportunity  to  plant  al¬ 
ternative  crops  that  the  law  now  accords 
farmers  whose  crops  have  been  destroyed 
by  such  a  disaster  after  planting. 

Mr.  Speaker,  time  is  of  the  essence  in 
getting  this  bill  passed,  and  unless  it  is 
passed  by  both  bodies  of  Congress  and 
signed  by  the  President  prior  to  June  1, 
our  farmers  will  be  denied  the  full  ad¬ 
vantage  of  this  legislation,  which  in  my 
opinion  is  both  fair  and  equitable.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  the  bill  with  the  amendment 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record,  along  with 
the  report  from  the  committee,  I  will 
not  take  the  time  of  the  House,  or  con¬ 
tribute  to  any  unnecessary  delay  by 
going  into  all  of  the  details  of  the  bill, 
which  was  reported  unanimously  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  and 
which  has  been  cleared  with  the  leader¬ 
ship  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  and  I 
know  of  no  opposition  to  the  bill  by  any 
Member  of  the  House. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  favor  of  this  most 
meritorious  legislation. 

Excessive  rain  and  flood  waters  oc¬ 
curring  at  the  critical  planting  season 
have  jeopardized  crop  prospects  for 
hundreds  of  farmers  in  the  Mid-South 
cotton-growing  region.  Ordinarily  cot¬ 
ton  is  planted  prior  to  May  15  in  this 
part  of  the  belt.  Every  day’s  delay  after 
the  15th  of  May  could  mean  that  the 
farmer’s  yield  is  reduced.  While  cotton 
can  be  planted  up  until  June  1,  such 
person  who  plants  that  late  is  taking 
quite  a  chance  on  growing  a  successful 
crop. 

The  legislation  which  was  approved 
today  by  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  would  provide  that  farmers  who 
could  not  plant  their  domestic  allotment 
because  of  excessive  rain  or  seep  water 
or  muddy  fields  could  substitute  soy¬ 
beans  for  cotton  and  receive  their  price 
support  payments  as  authorized  in  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1965.  Feed  grain 
farmers  have  this  same  option  to  plant 
soybeans  on  permitted  feed  grain  acre¬ 
age,  and  quite  a  number  of  feed  grain 
farmers  have  taken  advantage  of  this 
opportunity,  even  though  no  disaster 
need  to  exist  to  permit  such  plantings. 
This  legislation  extends  the  same  privi¬ 
lege  to  wheat  farmers,  feed  grain  farm¬ 
ers,  and  cotton  farmers  alike,  permitting 
each  such  produced  who  has  entered  a 
respective  program  in  that  commodity, 
and  is  unable  to  plant  his  permitted 
acreage,  to  substitute  any  crop  that  is 


not  a  control  crop.  The  bill  before  the 
House  is  intended  to  prevent  economic 
disaster  and  financial  ruin  to  cotton 
farmers  residing  in  the  excessive  rain 
and  flood  areas  of  the  belt.  I  trust  that 
the  House  will  approve  this  most  bene¬ 
ficial  legislation. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
farming  is  the  most  hazardous  occupa¬ 
tion  in  the  world.  The  farmer’s  destiny 
is  always  in  the  hands  of  old  man  weath¬ 
er.  And  frequently,  he  is  most  unkind. 

At  this  moment,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  rains 
are  pouring  down  in  the  alluvial  Missis¬ 
sippi  Valley.  Thousands  of  acres  of  the 
world’s  most  productive  lands  are  either 
flooding  or  soaking  wet.  This  has  been 
the  situation  for  weeks.  Cotton  plant¬ 
ing  time  arrived  several  weeks  ago  and 
now  it  is  almost  gone.  For  some  farmers 
in  the  most  upper  regions  of  the  valley 
planting  time  has  already  gone.  For 
them  there  will  be  no  cotton  crop.  They 
have  suffered  a  serious  disaster.  And  for 
those  who  may  yet  have  a  little  time  to 
plant,  unless  there  is  an  immediate 
change  in  weather  conditions,  they,  too, 
will  be  unable  to  plant  and  harvest  a  1966 
.crop  of  cotton. 

But  the  crop  is  not  all  they  will  lose, 
Mr.  Speaker.  They  will,  because  of  their 
inability  to  plant,  lose  the  diversion  pay¬ 
ments  that  would  normally  be  due  them 
under  the  agreements  which  they  signed 
with  the  Federal  Government  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  current  cotton  program.  This 
amounts  to  a  very  substantial  sum. 

Therefore,  this  bill  has  two  purposes: 
First,  to  make  these  farmers  eligible  for 
the  diversion  payments  even  though  they 
have  been  unable  to  plant  the  crop ;  and, 
second,  to  permit  them  to  utilize  their 
cotton  allotment  acres  for  other  crops 
that  can  be  planted  later  in  the  year  and 
that  require  less  time  to  reach  maturity 
and  harvest,  such  as  soybeans.  The  leg¬ 
islation  specifically  prohibits  these  acre¬ 
ages  from  being  planted  to  any  other 
crop  for  which  there  is  a  Federal  pro¬ 
gram,  such  as  wheat,  feed  grain,  tobacco, 
peanuts,  rice,  sugarcane,  and  sugarbeets. 
Cotton  history  will  be  preserved. 

This  is  emergency  legislation,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  bill  was  introduced  last 
week  and  came  out  of  our  committee 
this  morning  by  a  unanimous  vote.  Sev¬ 
eral  of  us  have  joined  with  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones]  in  sponsoring 
the  bill — the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Gathings],  the  gentleman  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Stubblefield],  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Everett], 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Passman]  ,  and  myself. 

The  measure  will  benefit  a  rather  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  farmers  from  the 
district  represented  by  our  colleague,  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Jones], 
and  other  districts  down  the  Mississippi 
River  on  either  side  to  Louisiana.  Most 
of  the  loss  is  in  the  upper  area  of  this 
region,  and  lessens  down  the  river,  with 
considerably  less  on  the  lower  end. 

This  measure  has  merit.  It  is  needed 
now.  We  express  thanks  to  our  col¬ 
leagues  on  the  Agriculture  Committee  for 
their  wonderful  cooperation  is  allowing 
us  to  hastily  get  the  legislation  to  the 
House  floor.  And  we  urge  all  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  to  help  us  put  this  through  the 
House  today. 


May  2b,  1966 

GENERAL  LEAVE 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  extend  my 
own  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record, 
and  that  other  Members  also  may  extend 
their  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  permit  the  planting  of  alter¬ 
nate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted 
because  of  a  natural  disaster.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND 
MEANS 

ir.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  have  until  midnight, 
JunA  2,  1966,  to  file  a  report  to  accom- 
panyVhe  bill  H.R.  15202. 

The\ SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas^. 

ThereVas  no  objection. 


Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make 
the  point  on  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  presentA 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  thevHouse  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 


names : 

[Roll  No.  108] 

Andrews, 

Fraser  \ 

Murray 

Glenn 

Friedel  \ 

Nix 

Andrews, 

Giaimo  \ 

O’Konski 

N.  Dak. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Powell 

Baring 

Griffiths  \ 

Purcell 

Brown,  Calif. 

Hall  \ 

Rees 

Buchanan 

Halleck  \ 

Reid,  111. 

Callaway 

Hamilton  \ 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Carter 

Hanna  \ 

St.  Onge 

Clancy 

Hansen,  Idaho\ 

Smith,  N.Y. 

Clark 

Hansen,  Iowa 

^Staggers 

Clawson,  Del 

Hardy 

Stratton 

Clevenger 

Hebert 

Stubblefield 

Cohelan 

Henderson 

Teague,  Tex. 

Colmer 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Thompson,  N. 

Conyers 

McMillan 

ToU 

Cooley 

Macdonald 

Tuhper 

Corman 

MacGregor 

Watts 

Diggs 

Martin,  Ala. 

White,  Idaho 

Dowdy 

Martin,  Mass. 

Whitten 

Duncan,  Oreg. 

Miller 

Williams 

Dyal 

Moeller 

Willis  \ 

Parnsley 

Moorhead 

WilsonA 

Ford, 

Morton 

Charles  H. 

William  D. 

Moss 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcaA  362 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum.  V 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with.  \ 


MARINE  RESOURCES  AND  ENGI¬ 
NEERING  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF 
1966 

Mr.  LENNON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  944)  to  provide  for  expanded  re- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  labor  standards  bill. 


pp.  11046-94 


HOUSE 


1.  LABOR  STANDARDS.  Passed,  303-93,  with  amendments  H.  R.  13712,  to  liberalize  and 
expand  the  coverage  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act.  A  recommittal  motion  de¬ 
signed  to  strike  out  all  agricultural  sections  from  the  bill  and  regarding  food 
processing  in  certain  industries  in  regard  to  overtime  during  peak  season^  on 
.ghly  perishable  products  was  rejected,  168-231.  Agreed  to  amendments  to\ro- 
'tect  young  people's  part-time  agricultural  employment  opportunities  and  allow 
certain  wages  to  be  set  under  the  Sugar  Act.  pp.  11046-94 
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RESEARCH.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  944,  the  oceanographic  researct 
bill.  pp.  11042-6 


3.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Rep.  O’Konski  said  the  number  of  dairy  producers  is  becoming 
smaller  and  gave  his  reasons  for  this  development,  pp.  11099-102 


4.  FOOD  FOR  FREEDOM.  Rep.  Harvey,  Ind. ,  inserted  an  article,  "U.  S.  Foo^/and 
FreedomXPolicies  Argued--Military  View  Given  Priority."  p.  11099 


5.  FARM  LOANS. \  Received  a  report  of  GAO  on  a  review  of  efforts  to  have  borrowers 
refinance  their  Farmers  Home  Administration  loans  when  private  Ax  cooperate 
credit  become\  available;  to  Government  Operations  Committee./  p.  11123 


6.  ADMINISTRATION,  deceived  from  GAO  a  compilation  of  recommendations  for  im¬ 
proving  Governmenc\oper at ions  (H.  Doc.  446).  p.  11123 


SENATE 


7.  MARKETING.  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment,  during  adjournment 
on  May  25,  S.  985,  the  proposed  Fair  Packaging  ano  Labeling  Act  of  1966  (S. 
Rept.  1186).  p.  11001  \  / 

Sen.  Cotton  submitted  an  amendment  which  would  strike  from  this  bill  the 
subsections  giving  "officials  downtown  the  ppfwer  to  ultimately  determine  the 
sizes  and  weights  in  which  commodities  shall  be  packaged."  p.  11008 


0 


8.  PERSONNEL;  PAY.  The  Post  Office  anckCivia  Service  Committee  reported  with  an 
amendment  H.  R.  14122,  the  Federal  pWbill  (S.  Rept.  1187).  p.  11003 


9.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on 

acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  natural  disaster,  was  placed  on  the  calen¬ 
dar  with  the  understanding  that  it  will  not  be  considered  until  next  week, 
pp.  11001-3 


10.  RECREATION.  The  Interior  andr Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  H.  Ry/10451,  authorizing  transfer  of  certain  Colo,  lands  Q 
from  the  Interior  Department  to  the  Agriculture  Department  for  recreation  de- 
velopment.  p.  D463 


11.  DAIRY  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Jiartke  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  toV  3273,  the  proposed 
Dairy  Import  Act  o ?  1966.  p.  11008 


12.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Set/.  Proxmire  inserted  excerpt9  from  testimony 'setting  out  the 

"difficultiesxhe  administration's  proposed  80-percent  cutback  in  the  special 
milk  program/xor  schoolchildren  would  impose  on. . .Massachusetts^"  p.  11009 


Takes 


13.  FARM  PROGR^l.  Sen.  Metcalf  commended  and  inserted  an  article,  "I 
Farm  Leadership  Role."  pp.  11016-7 

:  commended  and  inserted  an  article,  "Agriculture  and  Economic 
Growth,"  describing  the  role  of  the  private,  as  well  as  the  government \sector 
in  insuring  agricultural  development,  pp.  11030-2 


14.  PATENTS.  Sen.  Long,  La. ,  urged  defeat  of  S.  1809,  to  establish  a  uniform 

national  policy  concerning  property  rights  in  inventions  made  through  the  ex-' 
penditure  of  public  funds,  pp.  11040-41 
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No.  87 


Senate 


The  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  merid¬ 
ian,  and  was  called  to  order  ^foy  Hon. 
Harry  F.  Byrd,  Jr.,  a  Senator  fr^pi  the 
State  of  Virginia. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Frederick  BrWn 
Harris,  D.D.,  offered  the  follows 
prayer: 

For  the  beauty  of  the  earth, 

For  the  glory  of  the  skies. 

For  the  love  which  from  our  birth 
Over  and  around  us  lies; 

For  the  joy  of  ear  and  eye ; 

For  the  heart  and  mind’s  delight; 

For  the  mystic  harmony 

Linking  sense  to  sound  and  sight. 

For  the  joy  of  human  love, 

Brother,  sister,  parent,  child, 

Friends  on  earth,  and  friends  above; 
For  all  gentle  thoughts  and  mild. 

For  thyself,  best  gift  divine ! 

To  our  race  so  freely  given; 

For  that  great,  great  love  of  thine, 
Peace  on  earth,  and  j  oy  in  heaven : 

God  of  all,  to  Thee  we  raise 
This  our  prayer  of  grateful  praise. 

Amen. 


DESIGNATION  OF  ACTING  PRESI¬ 
DENT  PRO  TEMPORE 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  follo^ 
ing  letter: 

U.S.  Senate, 

President  pro  tempore./ 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  26/1966. 
To  the  Senate: 

Being  temporarily  absent  from  /he  Senate, 
I  appoint  Hon.  Harry  F.  Byrd,  a  Senator 
from  the  State  of  Virginia,  tv  perform  the 
duties  of  the  Chair  during  my  absence. 

Carl  Hayden, 
President  pro  tempore. 

Mr.  BYRD  of  Virginia  thereupon  took 
the  chair  as  Actin^r  President  pro  tem¬ 
pore 

E JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  Stennis,  and  by 
unanimou#  consent,  the  reading  of  the 
Journal  /> f  the  proceedings  of  Wednes¬ 
day,  I^ay  25,  1966,  was  dispensed  with. 


REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE  SUB¬ 
MITTED  DURING  ADJOURNMENT 

Pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Senate  of 
May  25, 1966, 

Mr.  MAGNUSON,  from  the  Committee 
on  Commerce,  reported  favorably,  wit] 
an  amendment,  on  May  25,  1966,  the  bfll 
[S.  985)  to  regulate  interstate  and 
eign  commerce  by  preventing  the  /se  of 
iir  or  deceptive  methods  of  wackag- ; 
ing  \r  labeling  of  certain  oonsumer! 
commodities  distributed  in  such  com- 1 
merce,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  sub¬ 
mitted  aV report  (No.  1>86)  thereon, 
which  was  printed. 


MESSAGE : 


:  THE  HOUSE 


A  message  fronrJhe  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Ifackney,  one  of  its 
reading  clerk#;  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  bill  (S./471)  to  improve  and  clarify 
certain  laws  of  the  Coast  Guard. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  Jiad  agreed  to  the  reptot  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  \he  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  HousesVon  the 
apfendments  of  the  House  to  tnb  bill 
3.  944)  to  provide  for  expanded\re- 
''search  and  development  in  the  marine 
environment  of  the  United  States, 
establish  a  National  Council  on  Marine 
Resources  and  Engineering  Development, 
and  a  Commission  on  Marine  Science, 
Engineering  and  Resources,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  passed  a  bill  (H.R.  15151) 
to  permit  the  planting  of  soybeans  in  lieu 
of  cotton  in  certain  disaster  areas  in 
1966,  in  which  it  requested  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  Senate. 


PLANTING  OF  ALTERNATE  CROPS 
ON  ACREAGE  WHICH  IS  UN¬ 
PLANTED  BECAUSE  OF  NATURAL 
DISASTER 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  at  the  desk  H.R.  15151.  I  requested 
that  that  bill  remain  at  the  desk  so  that 


we  may  be  able  to  take  it  up  this 
morning. 

I  have  consulted  with  the  majority 
leader  and  the  minority  leader  and  those 
who  are  interested  in  the  bill.  There 
was  no  objection  to  taking  it  up  today. 

However,  I  have  learned  in  the  last 
few  minutes  that  there  is  objection. 
There  will  be  objection  urged  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!. 

A  Senate  bill  similar  to  this  bill — H.R. 
15151,  which  has  been  enacted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives — is  before  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

I  have  consulted  many  members  of  the 
committee,  and  there  is  no  objection  to  it. 

My  purpose  this  morning  is  simply  to 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be 
considered,  and  since  there  will  be  ob¬ 
jection,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  first  and  second  reading  be  dispensed 
with  and  that  the  bill  be  placed  on  the 
calendar  so  that  we  might  be  able  to 
take  it  up  tomorrow. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  would  object  to  its  being  taken  up  that 
quickly.  If  it  is  desired  to  put  the  matter 
on  the  Senate  Calendar,  to  be  taken  up 
after  the  Memorial  Day  recess,  I  have  no 
objection. 

I  wish  to  point  out  one  matter.  This 
bill  was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  on  Tuesday  of  this  week  and 
passed  the  same  day  it  was  introduced. 
It  never  appeared  on  the  calendar  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  It  never  ap¬ 
peared  on  the  calendar  of  the  Senate. 
Now  it  is  being  asked  that  the  bill  be 
passed  without  going  to  the  Senate 
committee. 

I  think  that  the  least  we  can  do  is  to 
put  it  on  the  calendar  and  let  it  go  over 
for  a  couple  of  days  so  that  those  who 
are  interested  can  understand  what  is 
being  done  and  those  who  have  objection 
may  have  an  opportunity  to  examine  the 
bill. 

If  the  bill  is  going  to  be  put  on  the 
Senate  Calendar  with  the  understanding 
that  there  will  not  be  any  effort  to  bring 
It  up  for  consideration  until  next  week, 

Y - 
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I  have  no  objection  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request.  Otherwise,  I  do  object. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  no  recourse,  I  assume.  We  consent 
to  that  reluctantly. 

Mr.  President,  I  renew  my  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  understand  that  the  request  now  is  that 
it  go  direct  to  the  Senate  Calendar  with 
the  understanding  it  will  not  be  mo¬ 
tioned  up  until  next  week. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No  ob¬ 
jection. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  bill  will  be  considered  as  having  been 
read  twice  and  placed  on  the  calendar. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  copy  of  the 
bill,  H.R.  15151,  as  passed  by  the  House 
of  Representatives,  excerpts  from  the 
House  Report  No.  1549,  and  a  copy  of 
S.  3382  concerning  the  same  matter  and 
introduced  in  the  Senate  on  May  19, 1966, 
by  Senator  Eastland  for  himself  and 
Senators  Bass,  Symington,  Long  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  Cooper,  and  McClellan  be  made 
part  of  my  remarks,  as  well  as  a  letter 
from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  with 
an  enclosure. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  material 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

H.R.  15161 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  of  the 
last  sentence  in  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the 
words  “income  producing  crop  in  such  year.” 
and  inserting  “crop  for  which  there  are  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  pro¬ 
grams  in  effect.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  105(e)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by- strik¬ 
ing  out  the  sentence  “an  acreage  on  the 
farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not 
planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains 
planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  pay¬ 
ments  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subse¬ 
quently  planted  to  any  other  income-pro¬ 
ducing  crop  during  such  year.”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence  “an  acreage  on 
the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not 
planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains 
planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  pay¬ 
ments  provided  such  acreage  is  not  subse¬ 
quently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for  which 
there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  ad¬ 
justment  programs  in  effect.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  379c(a)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  read¬ 
ing  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to 
wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  nat¬ 
ural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual 
acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  subsection  provided  such  Acre¬ 
age  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other 
income-producing  crops  during  such  year.” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence 
“an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  wheat 
because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acre¬ 
age  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes 


of  this  subsection  provided  such  acreage  is 
not  subsequently  planted  to  any  crop  for 
which  there  are  marketing  quotas  or  volun¬ 
tary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  “A  bill  to 
permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on 
acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  nat¬ 
ural  disaster.” 

Excerpts  From  Report 
purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  give  farmers 
who  are  prevented  from  planting  wheat,  feed 
grains,  or  cotton  by  flood  or  other  natural 
disaster  the  same  opportunity  to  plant  alter¬ 
native  crops  that  the  law  now  accords  farmers 
whose  crops  have  been  destroyed  by  such  a 
disaster  after  planting. 

NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  Food  and  Agri¬ 
culture  Act  of  1965,  farmers  who  have  signed 
up  to  participate  in  the  wheat,  feed  grain,  or 
cotton  program  and  have  planted  their  per¬ 
mitted  acreage  only  to  have  it  destroyed  by 
flood,  drought,  or  other  natural  disaster,  are 
eligible  to  receive  the  land-diversion  and 
price  support  payments  they  would  have  re¬ 
ceived  had  the  crop  not  been  destroyed.  At 
the  same  time,  they  are  permitted  to  use  the 
land  for  any  other  nonregulated  crop. 

Apparently  by  inadvertence,  this  same 
privilege  of  planting  alternative  crops  was 
not  extended  to  those  farmers  participating 
in  the  wheat,  feed  grain,  or  cotton  programs 
who  were  prevented  by  flood  or  other  natural 
disaster  from  even  planting  their  permitted 
acres. 

This  situation  was  brought  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  as  the  result  of  the 
heavy  and  protracted  rains  in  the  south 
central  part  of  the  United  States  which  have 
prevented  some  cotton  farmers  from  plant¬ 
ing.  The  -bill  will  permit  these  farmers,  if 
the  Secretary  finds  that  their  failure  to  plant 
was  due  to  a  natural  disaster,  to  have  the 
same  opportunity  to  plant  an  alternative 
crop  that  the  law  now  permits  for  farmers 
who  did  plant  their  permitted  crop  and  had 
it  destroyed  later. 

COMMITTEE  AMENDMENT 

Hearings  were  held  on  similar  bills  by  Mr. 
Jones  of  Missouri,  Mr.  Gathings,  of  Arkansas, 
Mr.  Abernethy,  of  Mississippi,  Mr.  Stubble¬ 
field,  of  Kentucky,  Mr.  Passman,  of  Louisi¬ 
ana,  and  Mr.  Everett,  of  Tennessee.  All  these 
bills  related  only  to  cotton. 

The  committee  has  amended  the  bill  in¬ 
troduced  by  Mr.  Jones  (H.R.  15151)  so  as  to 
make  the  same  principle  apply  to  wheat  and 
feed  grains,  as  well  as  to  cotton. 

The  bill  as  amended  was  unanimously  re¬ 
ported. 

COST 

There  should  be  no  additional  cost  to  the 
Government  as  the  result  of  this  legislation. 

departmental  approval 

Witnesses  for  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  at  the  hearings  stated  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  recognizes  the  equity  of  the  situation 
involved  here  and  has  no  objection  to  the 
bill  as  amended. 


S. 3382 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  before  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3)  thereof 
the  following:  “:  Provided,  That  for  the  1966 
crop  any  such  acreage  in  areas  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  disaster  areas  may  be  devoted 
to  soybeans.” 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  25, 1966. 

Senator  Ellender:  We  thought  you  might 
find  the  attached  statement,  dealing  with  the 
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provisions  and  effect  of  H.R.  15151,  useful  to 
you  in  connection  with  the  Senate  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  measure. 

Each  day  lost  in  final  consideration  of  this 
bill  will,  as  you  know,  work  an  additional 
hardship  on  affected  farmers  who  already  are 
faced  with  losses  due  to  natural  disasters. 

Orville  L.  Freeman, 

Secretary. 

One  enclosure. 


H.R.  15151 

A  bill  to  permit  planting  of  alternate  crops 

on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of 

natural  disaster 

This  bill  would  give  farmers  who  are  pre¬ 
vented  from  planting  wheat,  feed  grains,  or 
cotton  by  flood  or  other  natural  disasters  the 
same  opportunity  to  plant  alternative  crops 
that  the  law  now  accords  farmers  whose 
crops  have  been  destroyed  by  such  disaster 
after  planting. 

This  is  emergency  legislation  which  If  not 
immediately  passed  will  deny  planting  pros¬ 
pects  for  hundreds  of  farmers,  particularly 
in  the  Mid-South  cotton-growing  area  which 
already  has  experienced  widespread  flood¬ 
ing.  It  would  provide  equitable  treatment 
to  all  types  of  farmers  whose  operations  at 
this  time  are  suffering  from  excessive  rain¬ 
fall  which  has  reached  flood  proportions  in 
several  States,  including  Missouri,  Arkansas, 
Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and  Texas. 

The  two  main  objectives  of  this  bill  are: 
(1)  To  make  farmers  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
port  and  diversion  payments  even  though 
they  are  unable  to  plant  the  crop  and  (2) 
to  authorize  them  to  utilize  their  permitted 
cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat  allotment  or 
base  acres  for  other  crops  that  can  be  planted 
later  in  the  year  and  require  less  time  to  reach 
maturity  and  harvest.  Soybeans  are  an  ex¬ 
ample.  The  legislation  specifically  prohibits 
these  acreages  from  being  planted  to  any 
other  crop  for  which  there  is  in  effect  a  pro¬ 
duction  adjustment  program — such  as  wheat, 
feed  grains,  tobacco,  peanuts,  rice,  sugar¬ 
cane,  and  sugar  beets. 

Both  objectives  of  the  bill  are  laudable. 
Additional  payments  to  farmers  which  would 
be  made  under  it,  while  not  expected  to 
be  large  in  the  aggregate,  would  be  of  sig¬ 
nificant  benefit  to  recipients.  Total  costs 
of  affected  programs  would  not  change  from 
budgetary  estimates  as  a  result  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation.  Further,  the  proposal 
would  provide  farmers  with  additional  In¬ 
come  by  virtue  of  the  opportunity  they  would 
have  to  produce  and  market  other  crops  on 
acreage  which  otherwise  would  be  lost  to 
production  this  crop  year.  While  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  additional  crop  acreages  involved 
cannot  be  made  with  precision,  the  total  for 
all  such  crops  would  be  quite  small  in  re¬ 
lation  to  national  production.  At  the  same 
time  such  acreages  would  be  very  important 
to  the  individuals  involved. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  at 
present  in  order  to  qualify  for  price  sup¬ 
port  payments  on  cotton  or  feed  grains, 
or  for  wheat  marketing  certificates  on 
wheat — 

First,  the  commodity  must  be  actually 
planted,  or 

Second,  planting  of  the  commodity 
must  have  been  prevented  by  a  natural 
disaster  and  the  acreage  which  would 
have  been  planted  to  the  commodity  but 
for  the  disaster  must  not  be  “devoted  to 
any  other  income-producing  crop.” 

H.R.  15151,  as  amended  and  passed  by 
the  House  today,  would  permit  the  pro¬ 
ducer  to  qualify  for  such  payments  and 
certificates  in  the  case  of  such  disaster 
as  long  as  he  did  not  produce  any  crop 
subject  to  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary 
adjustment  programs.  This  would  per¬ 
mit  him  to  plant  soybeans  and  other 
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crops  not  subject  to  quotas  or  adjust¬ 
ment  programs  and  still  qualify  for  pay¬ 
ments  and  certificates. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  there  is  an  im¬ 
perative  need  for  quick  passage  of  this 
bill.  Farmers  in  a  number  of  States  in¬ 
cluding  Missouri,  Arkansas,  Tennessee, 
Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and 
Texas  have  been  prevented  from  plant¬ 
ing  their  normal  crops  because  of  exces¬ 
sive  rainfall  which  in  some  parts  of  the 
above  States  have  reached  flood  propor¬ 
tions.  In  many  cases  it  will  be  too  late  to 
plant  the  usual  crop  of  cotton  or  feed 
grains  but  not  too  late  to  plant  soybeans. 

Furthermore,  in  those  cases  where 
farmers  still  have  the  opportunity  to 
plant  cotton  it  would  be  better  insofar 
as  the  Government  is  concerned  to  plant 
soybeans  instead.  In  my  view  it  is  un¬ 
conscionable  to  require  fanners  to  plant 
cotton  when  the  carryover  this  year  will 
be  about  16.3  million  bales  and  when  the 
Government  has  $2,275,433,000  invested 
in  15,437,000  bales  of  cotton.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  every  additional  bale  of 
cotton  not  produced  this  year  would  save 
the  Government  about  $105. 

Senator  Bass  spoke  to  me  about  this 
bill  sometime  ago  as  did  Senator  East- 
land  and  Senator  Cooper.  Senator 
Symington  and  Senator  Long  of  Mis¬ 
souri  also  spoke  with  me  as  did  Senator 
McClellan.  All  of  us  are  agreed  that 
it  is  emergency  legislation  that  must  be 
acted  on  promptly  otherwise  it  will  cost 
the  Government  money  on  the  one  hand 
and  on  the  other  hand  farmers  will  be 
penalized  because  of  their  inability  to 
plant  a  crop. _ 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS,  ETC. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  laid  before  the  Senate  the  following 
communication  and  letters,  which  were 
referred  as  indicated : 

Election  Reform  Act  of  1966 
A  communication  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting  a  draft  of 
proposed  legislation  to  revise  the  Federal 
election  laws,  and  for  other  purposes  (with 
an  accompanying  paper);  to  the  Committee 
on  Rules  and  Administration.  / 

Report  on  Defense  Procurement  From 
Small  and  Other  Business  Firms  / 

A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Installations  and  Logistics) /trans- 
mititng,  pursuant  to  law,  a  report/  on  de¬ 
fense  procurement  from  small  smd  other 
business  firms,  for  the  period  /duly  1965- 
March  1966  (with  an  accompanying  report); 
to  the  Committee  on  Banking/nd  Currency. 
Reports  of  Comptroller  General 
A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  transi/itting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  on  review  of  development  of 
certain  scientific  instruments  for  the  Sur¬ 
veyor  project.  National  Aeronautics  and 
Space  Administration,  dated  May  1966  (with 
an  accompanying/ report) ;  to  the  Committee 
on  Government/Operations. 

A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
law,  a  report  on  opportunities  for  reducing 
the  number  of  vehicles  maintained  in  fleet, 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Department  of 
Agriculture,  dated  May  1966  (with  an  ac¬ 
companying  report) ;  to  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations. 

A  letter  from  the  Comptroller  General  of 
ime  United  States,  transmitting,  pursuant  to 
'law,  a  report  on  planning  for  and  utilization 


of  automatic  data  processing  equipment, 
Ames  Research  Center,  Moffett  Field,  Calif., 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administra¬ 
tion,  dated  May  1966  (with  an  accompany¬ 
ing  report) ;  to  the  Committee  on  Govern¬ 
ment  Operations. 


PETITIONS 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore  laid  before  the  Senate  two  resolu¬ 
tions  adopted  by  the  board  of  directors 
of  the  National  Guard  Association  of 
California  at  their  meeting  in  Fresno, 
Calif.,  on  March  12,  1966,  relating  to  in¬ 
surance  of  combat  capability  of  all  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  units,  and  a  more  equitable 
promotion  system. 


FEDERAL  SALARY  AND  FRINGE 
BENEFITS  ACT  OF  1966— REPORT 
OF  A  COMMITTEE— INDIVIDUAL 
VIEWS  (S.  REPT.  NO.  1187) 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service,  I  report  favorably,  with  an, 
amendment,  the  bill  (H.R.  14122)  to  ad/ 
just  the  rates  of  basic  compensation/of 
certain  employees  of  the  Federal  f&ov- 
'emment,  and  for  other  purposesyand  I 
submit  a  report  thereon.  I  ask/unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  reporj/ may  be 
printed,  together  with  the /individual 
views\f  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
HartkeV  / 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The\report  will/be  received  and 
the  bill  wilrbe  place/ on  the  calendar; 
and,  w itho ut  \>bj  ec/on ,  the  report  will 
be  printed,  as  rsjqjfested  by  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma.X 


EXECUTIVE  REPORTS  OF  A 
/  COMMITTEE 

As  in  Executive  sessionK 

The /following  favorable,  reports  of 
nominations  were  submitted  \ 

By/Mr.  FULBRIGHT,  from  the  Committee 
oryForeign  Relations :  \ 

/John  W.  Tuthlll,  of  Illinois,  a  Foreign  Serv¬ 
ice  officer  of  the  class  of  career  minister,  to 
be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni¬ 
potentiary  to  Brazil;  \ 

Jacob  D.  Beam,  of  New  Jersey,  a  Foreig\ 
Service  officer  of  the  class  of  career  minister, 
to  be  Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Pleni¬ 
potentiary  to  the  Czechoslovak  Socialist  Re¬ 
public; 

Eugene  M.  Locke,  of  Texas,  to  be  Am¬ 
bassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipotentiary 
to  Pakistan;  and 

Elliott  P.  Skinner,  of  New  York,  to  be 
Ambassador  Extraordinary  and  Plenipoten¬ 
tiary  to  the  Republic  of  Upper  Volta. 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  CARLSON: 

S.  3415.  A  bill  to  extend  for  2  years  the 
period  for  which  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
may  be  made  with  respect  to  certain  real 
property  transferred  by  the  Reconstruction 
Finance  Corporation  and  its  subsidiaries 
to  other  Government  departments;  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

By  Mr.  SPARKMAN: 

S.  3416.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Aaron 
Bailey;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 


By  Mr.  DODD:  / 

S.  3417.  A  bill  to  amend  section  101  of  the 
Housing  and  Urban  Development  Act  of  l/65 
to  permit  occupants  of  public  housing  to 
qualify  for  tenancy  in  housing  a/sisted 
under  the  rent  supplement  program/  to  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Curre/cy. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Dodd  yt lien  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  above  bill,  which  /ppear  under 
a  separate  heading.)  / 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT  /by  request)  : 

S.  3418.  A  bill  to  amend/urther  the  Peace 
Corps  Act  (75  Stat.  612V;  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes;  tc/ the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations.  / 

(See  the  remarks /of  Mr.  Fuleright  when 
he  introduced  the/above  bill,  which  appear 
under  a  separata/ heading.) 

By  Mr.  HILL  (for  himself,  Mr.  Spark¬ 
man, 2Vtr.  Gore,  and  Mr.  Bass)  : 

S.  3419.  A/bill  to  amend  the  Tennessee 
Valley  Aut/ority  Act  of  1933,  as  amended, 
to  increase  the  limitation  on  the  authority 
to  issu/  bonds  to  finance  its  power  pro¬ 
gramme  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Hill  when  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  under 
/separate  heading.) 

'  By  Mr.  HART  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Proxmire)  : 

S.  3420.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act,  as  reenacted  and  amended 
by  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement 
Act  of  1937,  as  amended,  so  as  to  eliminate 
certain  requirements  with  respect  to  effectu¬ 
ating  marketing  orders  for  cherries;  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

(See  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Hart  when  he  in¬ 
troduced  the  above  bill,  which  appear  under 
a  separate  heading.) 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING 
SENATE  SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  Stennis,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  Antitrust  and 
Monopoly  Subcommittee  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Judiciary  and  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Executive  Reorganization  of 
the  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  were  authorized  to  meet  during  the 
session  of  the  Senate  today. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  President,  last 
Thursday,  May  19,  I  made  a  statement 
concerning  the  Government’s  recovery  of 
$624,158  from  Hanna  Nickel  Smelting  Co. 
'and  the  Hanna  Mining  Co. 

\ln  order  to  make  clear  the  findings  of 
thXcourt — that  is  that  the  recovery  from 
Hanha  Nickel  Smelting  Co.  was  based 
on  the\  breach  of  contract  while  the  re¬ 
covery  irom  the  parent  company,  the 
Hanna  Mming  Co.,  was  based  on  re¬ 
formation  of  contract,  I  ask  that  the  first 
paragraph  of  my  statement  appearing 
on  page  10520  of  the  Congressional 
Record  of  May\9  be  revised  to  read  as 
follows ;  \ 

On  April  27th  lastMn  the  United  States 
District  Court,  Portland-  Oregon,  Judge  Gus 
J.  Solomon  entered  judgment  for  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  after  finding  that\the  Hanna  Nickel 
Smelting  Company,  whollXpwned  by  The 
Hanna  Mining  Company,  had  breached  its 
nickel  stockpiling  contract  andv.  overcharged 
the  Government.  The  Court  awarded  the 
Government  $560,663  in  addition\o  $63,525 
which  Hanna  previously  paid  to  satisfy  one 
count  of  the  complaint.  \ 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  W- 
pore.  The  correction  will  be  made.  \ 
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'LIMITATION  ON  STATEMENTS  dur- 
Ning  TRANSACTION  OP  ROUTINE 
>RNING  BUSINESS 

On'request  of  Mr.  Stennis,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  statements  during 
the  transaction  of  routine  morning  busi¬ 
ness  were  ordered  limited  to  3  minutes. 


AMENDMENT  \OP  SECTION  101  OP 
HOUSING  AND  URBAN  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  ACT  OF  \965 


[esident,  I  intro- 
(erence,  a  bill  to 
Irban  Develop- 


Mr.  DODD.  Mr. 
duce,  for  appropriate  re 
amend  the  Housing  and 
ment  Act  of  1965. 

This  act,  certainly  one  bf  the  most 
meaningful  passed  in  the  lst\session  of 
the  89th  Congress,  can  do  much\o  allevi¬ 
ate  the  pressing  problem  of  decern,  hous¬ 
ing  for  the  economically  disadvantaged 
who  are  not  already  in  public  housing. 

Public  housing  has  not  kept  up  wr 
the  existing  need. 

Now  that  Congress  has  appropriated' 
the  initial  funds  for  the  rent  supplement 
program,  perhaps  the  gap  between  the 
need  for  decent  housing  and  the  finan¬ 
cial  capacity  of  the  poor  to  afford  it  can 
be  narrowed. 

The  only  families  eligible  for  rent  sup¬ 
plement  assistance  under  the  1965  Act 
at  the  present  time  are  the  elderly,  the 
handicapped,  those  displaced  by  renewal 
projects  or  natural  disaster,  and  those 
living  in  substandard  housing. 

In  addition,  their  incomes  must  be  low 
enough  that  they  are  eligible  for  public 
housing. 

The  act  neglects,  and  I  think  regret¬ 
tably  so,  those  already  in  public  housing 
who  want  to  better  themselves  but  are 
unable  to  afford  housing  on  the  private 
market. 

Ambition  and  initiative  are  penalized 
because  the  law  expels  from  public  hous¬ 
ing  anyone  who  makes  more  than  a  sub¬ 
sistence  income. 

Faced  with  the  prospect  of  losing  their 
public  housing  if  they  improve  their  liv¬ 
ing  standard,  yet  knowing  they  will  be 
unable  to  afford  decent  living  space  else¬ 
where,  many  of  the  occupants  of  public 
housing  give  up  on  self  and  family  im¬ 
provement  in  order  to  be  able  to  keep  a 
decent  roof  over  their  heads. 

The  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1965  makes  no  provision  for  ii 
ilies  now  in  public  housing  to  qualify  for 
tenancy  in  housing  assisted  under  the 
rent  supplement  program.  Unless  their 
wages  improve  substantially,  families  are 
unable  to  afford  rents  in  the  private  mar¬ 
ket  and  they  end  up  forever  trapped  in 
a  public  housing  project. 

The  legislation  I  am  introducing  today 
would  remove  this  dead  end.  It  would 
simply  add  to  the  iist  of  those  eligible 
for  rent  supplements  persons  who 
though  still  technically  eligible  to  remain 
in  the  public  Rousing  they  now  occupy, 
want  to  mow'  to  rent  supplement  hous¬ 
ing  due  to  sr  modest  increase  in  income. 

A  time  ladder  of  housing  opportunity 
would  l/created.  A  family  could  receive 
maximum  subsidy  and  concentrated  so¬ 
cial  services  in  public  housing  projects. 

Ira  their  lot  improved,  but  not  substan¬ 
tially  enough  to  disqualify  them  from 


public  housing,  they  could  shed  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  psychological  trap  of  public 
housing  and  move  up  to  scattered,  less 
heavily  subsidized  homes  as  a  step 
toward  eventual  purchase. 

I  feel,  Mr.  President,  that  if  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  ever  going  to  get  out  of  the 
housing  business  that  those  desiring  to 
better  their  housing  conditions  must  be 
encouraged  as  much  as  possible. 

I  believe  my  bill  would  do  much  in  this 
regard  by  putting  another  rung  on  the 
ladder  of  housing  opportunity. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  will  be. received  and  ap¬ 
propriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3417)  to  amend  section  101 
of  the  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Act  of  1965  to  permit  occupants  of  pub¬ 
lic  housing  to  qualify  for  tenancy  in 
housing  assisted  under  the  rent  supple¬ 
ment  program,  introduced  by  Mr.  Dodd, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency. 


'  which 
public 
com- 


3ACE  CORPS  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

[r.  PULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  by 
reqii^st,  I  introduce,  for  appropriate  ref¬ 
erence,  a  bill  to  amend  the  Peace  Corps/ 
Act,  as\mended,  and  for  other  purpose 

The  proposed  legislation  has  been  Re¬ 
quested  by,  the  Director  of  the  Beace 
Corps,  and  \am  introducing  it  ip/order 
that  there  may  be  a  specific  bill 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  the 
may  direct  then,  attention  /and 
ments. 

I  reserve  my  righto  support  or  oppose 
this  bill,  as  will  as  an^suggested  amend¬ 
ments  to  it,  when  the/matter  is  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  Committee  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent 'that  the  bill 
may  be  printed/m  the  Record  at  this 
point,  together/with  the  letterVrom  the 
Director  ‘of  the  Peace  Corps  dared  May 
23,  1966,  to /he  Vice  President  in  regard 
to  it,  and  the  section-by-section  analysis 
of  the  proposed  bill. 

The /ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  ter 
pore/ The  bill  will  be  received  and  ap-^ 
pr/riately  referred;  and,  without  ob- 
jt/ion,  the  bill,  letter,  and  section-by- 
jetion  analysis  will  be  printed  in  the 
'Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3418)  to  amend  further  the 
Peace  Corps  Act  (75  Stat.  612),  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Fulbright,  by  request,  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations, 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

S.  3418 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
3(b)  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  as  amended, 
which  authorizes  appropriations  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  that  Act,  is  amended  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

(a)  Strike  out  "1966”  and  ‘‘$115,000,000’’ 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1967”  and  “$112,- 
150,000”,  respectively. 

(b)  Strike  out  ",  of  which  not  to  exceed 
$300,000  shall  be  available  for  carrying  out 
research”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  Pro¬ 
vided,  however,  That  not  to  exceed  $950,000 
of  funds  made  available  hereunder  for  fiscal 
year  1967  shall  be  obligated  under  contracts 
or  agreements  to  carry  out  research:  Pro¬ 


vided  further.  That  no  such  contracts  or 
agreements  shall  be  executed  unless  the  re¬ 
search  in  question  relates  to  the  basic  respon¬ 
sibilities  of  the  Peace  Corps. 

(c)  Add  a  second  sentence  as  follows/ 
“Unobligated  balances  of  funds  made  ava 
able  hereunder  are  hereby  authorized  tc/be 
continued  available  for  the  general  purposes 
for  which  appropriated  and  may  at  any  time 
be  consolidated  with  appropriations  here¬ 
under.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  5  of  the  Peace  CRrps  Act,  as 
amended,  which  relates  to  Pea oe  Corps  vol¬ 
unteers,  is  amended  to  add  imnfediately  after 
the  end  thereof  a  new  subs  cation  as  follows: 

“(1)  Notwithstanding  a ny  other  provision 
of  law,  counsel  may  be  employed  and  counsel 
fees,  court  costs,  bail,  aiya  other  expenses  in¬ 
cident  to  the  defense /Of  volunteers  may  be 
paid  in  foreign  judicial  or  administrative  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  which  v/lunteers  have  been  made 
parties.” 

Sec.  3.  Sectior/  13(a)  of  the  Peace  Corps 
Act,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  of /experts  and  consultants,  is 
amended  b /Striking  out  “$75”  and  substitut¬ 
ing  therefor  “$100”. 

Sec.  4/Section  15  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act, 
as  amejided,  which  relates  to  utilization  of 
fund. /is  amended  as  follows: 

(/  In  subsection  (c) ,  strike  out  “7(c)  (2)  ” 
an/1  substitute  therefor  “7(a)  (2)  ”. 

(b)  In  subsection  (d)(4),  strike  out  “7 
e)”  and  substitute  therefor  "7(c)”. 

Sec.  5.  Section  25(b)  of  the  Peace  Corps 
Act,  as  amended,  which  defines  the  term 
“United  States”  for  the  purposes  of  that  Act, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  “and  territories”. 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  16  of  the  Peace  Corps 
Act,  as  amended,  which  relates  to  appoint¬ 
ment  of  persons  serving  under  prior  law,  sec¬ 
tion  20  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  as  amended, 
which  relates  to  moratorium  on  student 
loans,  section  21  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  as 
amended,  which  amends  the  Civil  Service  Re¬ 
tirement  Act,  and  Title  II  of  the  Act,  which 
relates  to  Internal  Revenue  Code  and  Social 
Security  Act  amendments,  are  hereby  re¬ 
pealed. 

(b)  Such  repeal  shall  not  be  deemed  to  af¬ 
fect  amendments  contained  in  such  provis¬ 
ions  and  the  application  of  the  amendments 
contained  in  the  title.  All  determinations, 
authorizations,  regulations,  orders,  contracts, 
agreements,  and  other  actions  issued,  under¬ 
taken,  or  entered  into  under  atuhority  of  the 
provisions  of  law  repealed  by  subsection  (a) 
shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect  until 
modified  by  appropriate  authority. 

Sec.  7.  (a)  The  Peace  Corps  Act,  as 
^amended,  is  amended  to  add  immediately 
■ter  title  I  thereof  a  new  title  as  follows: 

II - SCHOOL-TO-SCHOOL  PARTNERSHIPS 

AND  EXCHANGE  PEACE  CORPS 

“ Declaration  of  purpose 
‘Sec.  >201.  The  Congress  declares  that  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  United  States  and  a  fur¬ 
ther  purpose  of  this  Act  to  promote  world 
peace  and  friendship  through  School-to- 
School  Partnerships  under  which  United 
States  schools  and  organizations  shall  help 
schools  and  organizations  of  interested  coun¬ 
tries  and  areas  to  meet  their  educational  and 
other  community  nd^ds,  and  through  an  Ex¬ 
change  Peace  Corps,  which  shall  make  avail¬ 
able  to  United  States  schools  and  organiza¬ 
tions  men  and  women  oi'interested  countries 
and  areas,  qualified  for  service  in  the  United 
States,  to  help  those  schools  and  organiza¬ 
tions  in  meeting  their  needs  for  trained  man¬ 
power,  to  provide  those  men  ai/ women  with 
experience  that  on  their  return  will  be  valu¬ 
able  to  their  countries  or  areas,  a»d  to  help 
promote  a  better  understanding \pf  their 
peoples  on  the  part  of  the  Americanvpeople 
and  a  better  understanding  of  the  American 
people  on  the  part  of  other  peoples. 

“Exchange  Peace  Corps  volunteers 

“Sec.  202.  Such  provisions  of  this  or  anj 
other  Act  relating  to  volunteers,  volunteer' 
leaders  or  applicants  for  enrollment  as  the 
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AN  ACT 

To  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is 
implanted  because  of  a  natural  disaster. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  of  the  last  sentence  in 

5  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the  words  “income  producing  crop 

6  in  such  year.”  and  inserting  “crop  for  which  there  are  mar- 

7  keting  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

8  Sec.  2.  Section  105  (e)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 

9  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  “an 

10  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted 

11  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
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disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed 
grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such,  payments 
provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any 
other  income-producing  crop  during  such  year.”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm 
which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted  to  feed  grains 
because  of  drought,,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  he 
deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments  provided  such  acreage 
is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for  which  there 
are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in 
effect.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  379c  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
sentence  reading  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to 
wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for 
harvest  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such  acreage 
is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  income-producing 
crops  during  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  whea.t  be¬ 
cause  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest 


3 


1  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such  acreage  is  not 

2  subsequently  planted  to  any  crop  for  which  there  are  mar- 

3  keting  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  May  24,  1966. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  bill  to  permit  alternate  crops  on  Acreage  unplanted  be¬ 

cause  of  natural  disaster.  Senate  debated  fair  packaging -labeling  bill.  House  com¬ 
mittee  reported  bi/Ll  to  make  various  amendments  to  Economic  Opportunity  Act. 


SENATE 


1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Passed,  56-10,  with  amendments  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit  the 

planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  unplanted  because  of  natural  disaster. 
Agreed,  42-27,  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  provide  that  payments 
made  pursuant  to  the  act  shall  not  exceed  $10,000  to  any  producer.  Rejected 
a  motion  by  Sen.  Miller  to  refer  the  bill  back  to  committee,  an  amendment  by 
Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  limit  the  bill  to  1  year,  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Miller 
to  give  one-half  the  payments  which  would  otherwise  be  received  to  farmers  who 
could  not  plant  their  crops,  etc.,  and  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to 
limit  the  bill  to  the  1966  and  1967  crops.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 


\ 


-  2 


pp.  11413-33 


2.  PACKAGING;  LABELING.  Continued  debate  on  S.  985,  the  fair  packaging  and  ifiel- 
ink  bill .  pp.  11420,  11430-1,  11433-5 


3.  DAIRY  'IMPORTS.  Sen.  Pearson  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  3273,  the/dairy 
importsvbill .  p.  11363 


4.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Sens.  Church  and  Nelson  were  added  as  cosponsor/  of  S.  3107, 
to  provide  fqr  a  comprehensive  review  of  water  resource  problems  and  programs, 
p.  11363 

Sen.  TydingV^inserted  an  article  recommending  research  oy  water-pollution 
control  on  the  estuaries  as  well  as  large  rivers,  pp.  11397-8 

Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  S.  254,  to  authorize  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  to  construct ,  onerate ,  and  maintain  the  Tualatin  reclamation  project, 
Oreg.  House  conferee's  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  -pp.  11435-6 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted/to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  3107\  to  provide  for  a  comprehensive  review  of  water  re¬ 
source  problems  and  programs,  p.  D474 


5.  FLAG.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  763/  requesting  the  President  to 
proclaim  the  week  in  which  Junk  14  occurs  as/ National  Flag  Week.  This  joint 


resolution  will  now  be  £ent  to  the  President,  p.  11363 


6.  TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Lausche  recommended  against  any  increase  in  toll  rates  on 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  pp.  11371-. 


7.  PERSONNEL.  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  cl/imeckFederal  employment  increased  after  the 

President  said  he  would  reduce  iy.  pp.  ISL372-3 

Sen.  Long,  La.,  defended  the/level  of  Federal  employment.  pp.  11466-7 


8 .. INTERNATIONAL  ORGANIZATIONS .  /Sen.  Javits  inserted  tables  showing  U.  S.  contri¬ 
butions  to  international  organizations,  pp.  1T379-83 

9.  FISH  PRODUCTS.  Sen.  Bartlett  inserted  Sen.  MagnuscW  s  speech  recommending  the 
use  of  fish  proteins  \A  alleviate  the  world  food  shortage.  pp.  11394-6 


10.  MEAT  GRADING.  Sen. /Long,  Mo.,  commended  the  grading  prb^ram  as  an  aid  to  the 
housewife  in  buying  meat.  p.  11398 


11.  DISASTER  WARNING.  Sen.  Pearson  spoke  in  favor  of  a  natural\lisaster  warning 
system  for  storms,  blizzards,  etc.  p.  11398 


12.  INFLATION Sen.  Symington  inserted  an  article  claiming  the  retired  are  hurt  by  j. 
inflation,  pp.  11398-9 


13.  SCHOOl/ MILK.  Sen.  Proxmire  claimed  the  administration's  child-nutrition  pro¬ 
posal  would  result  in  less  milk  consumption  among  needy  children.  p,\11399 


14.  §011,  CONSERVATION.  Sen.  Church  inserted  D.  A.  Williams'  speech,  "Conservation 
Challenges  in  a  Changing  World,"  before  the  First  Pan  American  Soil  Conserva¬ 
tion  Congress.  pp.  11409-10 
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it  has  on  this  generation  and  they  can 
predict  with  accuracy  what  members  of 
'the  next  will  be  entrapped. 

N  can  think  of  no  substitute  for  the 
experience  and  knowledge  that  VISTA 
volunteers  gain  through  their  year  in 
services. to  America.  If  they  had  not 
known  registration,  they  have  learned  it. 
If  they  nad  not  known  despair,  they 
have  experienced  it.  And  if  they  had 
not  previously  known  the  exhilaration 
of  accomplishnaent,  this  too  they  have 
come  to  know  aiwl  to  treasure. 

Regardless  of  che  volunteers’  age  or 
previous  experienced  I  believe  that  they 
will  return  to  their  communities  with  a 
new  sense  of  purpose  ac  citizens.  I  find 
myself  envying  the  communities  where 
they  will  live,  because  theV  will  be  more 
exciting  places.  \ 

As  VISTA  volunteers,  riiey  have 
learned  their  civics  well.  TItcv  know 
what  makes  a  community  operates  They 
know  that  a  power  structure  exisN  and 
that  a  power  structure  can  be  useH.  to 
serve  all  citizens.  They  have  learned/hi 
essence,  the  art  of  practical  service  which, 
cuts  across  political  lines,  for  they  have 
learned  how  to  get  things  done. 

It  is  almost  4  years  now  since  a  hand¬ 
ful  of  us  proposed  that  this  country 
form  a  National  Service  Corps  to  render 
real  and  immediate  aid  to  those  trapped 
by  the  cycle  of  poverty.  In  its  18  months 
of  operation,  VISTA  has  proved  that 
such  an  idea  was  not  only  feasible,  but 
that  it  was  extremely  practical. 

An  increase  in  the  gross  national  prod¬ 
uct  from  $700  billion  to  $715  billion 
means  nothing  to  the  man  who  cannot 
read,  cannot  find  a  job,  and  cannot  sup¬ 
port  his  family.  The  economy  can  soar 
to  dizzying  new  heights,  but  he  lives  less 
well  than  he  did  last  year  and  the  year 
before.  He  is  desperate  and  defeated. 
For  him,  hope  is  a  long  forgotten  word. 

It  is  into  such  homes  as  this  that 
VISTA  volunteers  go,  equipped  with 
nothing  except  their  compassion  and 
their  desire  to  help.  There  are  ways 
such  a  man  can  be  helped — providing 
somebody  has  the  time  and  the  motiva¬ 
tion  to  do  so.  He  can  learn  to  read.  E/ 
can,  perhaps,  be  taught  a  new  trade.  lie 
can  use  the  existing  facilities  of  the  com¬ 
munity  and  the  State  and  the  Funeral 
Government  to  help  spring  open  the 
poverty  trap.  He  can  do  this yJ  he  has 
a  guide — someone  to  show  him  the  way. 
VISTA  volunteers  serve  as  guides.  The 
full  impact  of  their  efforts  will  be  re¬ 
flected  in  years  to  cony;.  I  believe  it 
would  make  a  most  interesting  study. 

To  me,  the  volunteer  in  VISTA  exem¬ 
plify  the  best  in  the' American  tradition 
of  voluntarism.  /They  have  chosen  to 
spend  a  year  of  /heir  lives  in  service  to 
their  country  and  to  their  fellow  citizens, 
working  at  a/community  and  neighbor¬ 
hood  level  on  a  personal  basis  with  those 
in  need.  /They  share  the  discomforts 
and  drabness  of  poverty;  they  experience 
its  attendant  heartbreak  and  frustration. 
Thej/tearn  its  touch  and  taste  and  sound. 

They  also  learn  to  respect  it  as  an 
eHemy  and  to  defeat  it  on  its  own 
Zounds.  When  the  war  on  poverty  is 
'won,  I  believe  that  VISTA  volunteers  will 
be  able  to  claim  their  full  share  of  vm 


tories.  These  may  appear  minor  in  the 
history  books,  but  they  will  be  major  in 
the  memories  of  those  who  received  their 
help  and  encouragement. 


CONCLUSION  OF  MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  concluded. 


PROPOSED  PLANTING  OF  ALTER¬ 
NATE  CROPS  ON  UNPLANTED 

ACREAGE 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Senate  proceed 
to  the  consideration  of  Calendar  No. 
1152,  H.R.  15151. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
15151)  to  permit  the  planting  of  alter¬ 
nate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted 
because  of  a  natural  disaster. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
past  few  months  many  farmers  in  the 
south-central  part  of  the  United  States 
have  been  subjected  to  severe  weather 
conditions  that  have  prevented  them 
from  planting  their  normal  crops,  par¬ 
ticularly  cotton.  Extremely  heavy  rain¬ 
fall  has  caused  flooding  in  several  States, 
including  Arkansas,  Missouri,  Tennessee, 
Kentucky,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  and 
Texas.  Longtime  residents  in  some  sec¬ 
tions  have  described  conditions  as 
the  worst  within  their  recollection. 
Throughout  the  area  rainfall  has  gen¬ 
erally  been  at  least  twice  as  heavy  as 
normal.  In  parts  of  southeast  Missouri 
and  west  Tennessee  the  rain  has  been 
230  percent  greater  than  normal.  In 
Vicksburg,  Mississippi,  the  normal  rain¬ 
fall  is  7.1  inches,  and  they  have  received 
18.5  inches  or  260  percent  above  normal 
rainfall  over  a  6-week  span.  <  Galveston, 
Tex.,  got  324  percent  above  normal  rain¬ 
fall.  Several  weather  stations  reported 
10  to  12  inches  of  rain  within  48  hours. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
many  farmers  face  a  grave  emergency 
as  a  result  of  this  natural  disaster.  They 
have  done  everything  in  their  power  to 
make  a  crop  this  year,  but  without  fav¬ 
orable  weather  conditions  there  is  little 
hope  for  success.  Some  farmers  have 
been  fortunate  enough  to  plant  their 
cotton,  but  a  large  number  of  them  have 
simply  been  unable  to  get  into  the  fields 
due  to  the  heavy  rainfall  that  has  con¬ 
tinued  to  plague  their  areas  for  an  ex¬ 
tended  period  of  time.  Earlier,  these 
farmers  had  prepared  their  land  for 
planting,  purchased  seed,  fertilizer,  and 
equipment,  if  necessary,  and  placed  em¬ 
ployees  on  stand-by  alert.  While  they 
have  gone  through  the  necessary  prepar¬ 
atory  steps  to  planting,  the  rains  have 
continued  to  fall. 

After  weeks  of  waiting  and  hoping 
for  a  break  in  the  weather,  several 
farmers  obtained  pumps  and  attempted 


to  transfer  the  water  from  the  fields  to 
drainage  ditches.  This  effort  has  been 
unsuccessful  because  most  drainage  sys¬ 
tems  are  saturated  and,  in  many  cases, 
overflowing  throughout  the  disaster  area. 

The  weather  has  been  a  devastating 
enemy  of  the  cotton  farmers  in  the  Mid- 
south  area  thus  far  this  year.  And  now 
they  must  also  contend  with  another 
formidable  foe — time.  Normally  cotton 
is  planted  prior  to  May  15  in  the  mid¬ 
south  area.  Delays  beyond  that  date 
may  reduce  the  yield  considerably.  If 
conditions  prevent  planting  prior  to  June 
1,  the  farmer  faces  difficult  odds  in  mak¬ 
ing  a  crop.  Since  today  is  June  1,  time 
has  run  out,  and  we  are  dealing  with  an 
emergency  situation.  Immediate  assist¬ 
ance  should  receive  the  highest  priority. 

Under  provisions  of  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965,  farmers  who 
have  signed  up  to  participate  in  the 
wheat,  feed  grain,  or  cotton  program  and 
have  planted  their  allotted  acreage  only 
to  have  it  destroyed  by  flood,  drought, 
or  other  natural  disaster,  are  eligible  to 
receive  land-diversion  and  price  support 
payments  they  would  have  received  had 
the  crop  not  been  destroyed.  They  may 
also  use  the  land  to  grow  any  other  crop 
except  those  for  which  there  is  a  produc¬ 
tion  adjustment  program. 

I  feel  sure  everyone  concurs  in  the 
equity  of  these  provisions  in  the  Food 
and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Undoubt¬ 
edly,  similarly  fair  treatment  was  inad¬ 
vertently  withheld  from  farmers  partic¬ 
ipating  in  the  wheat,  feed  grain,  and 
cotton  programs  when  they  were  pre¬ 
vented  by  flood  or  natural  disaster  from 
planting  their  crops.  The  current  crisis 
affecting  cotton  farmers  dramatically  il¬ 
lustrates  the  need  for  corrective  action. 
Unless  legislation  is  enacted  promptly  to 
protect  farmers  enrolled  in  regulated 
crop  programs  from  natural  disaster, 
economic  chaos  of  the  highest  order  will 
be  thrust  on  many  farm  families  in  sev¬ 
eral  States. 

The  House  Agriculture  Committee  has 
held  hearings,  which  were  necessarily 
brief  due  to  the  time  factor,  on  proposals 
to  grant  relief  from  natural  disasters 
that  prevent  the  planting  of  designated 
crops.  Department  of  Agriculture  offi¬ 
cials  testified  in  support  of  the  proposed 
emergency  assistance.  In  addition,  Sec¬ 
retary  Freeman  has  emphasized  the  ur¬ 
gency  of  prompt  action  to  minimize  the 
losses  farmers  will  suffer  due  to  the  na¬ 
tural  disaster. 

The  House  Agriculture  Committee 
unanimously  reported  H.R.  15151  and 
the  House  passed  it  without  undue  delay. 
The  bill  gives  farmers  who  are  prevented 
from  planting  wheat,  feed  grains,  or  cot¬ 
ton  by  flood  or  other  natural  disasters 
the  same  opportunity  to  plant  alterna¬ 
tive  crops  that  the  law  now  accords 
farmers  whose  crops  have  been  destroyed 
by  such  disaster  after  planting.  Briefly, 
the  two  primary  purposes  of  the  bill  are 
first,  to  make  farmers  eligible  for  price 
support  payments  even  though  they  are 
unable  to  plant  the  crop;  and  second,  to 
authorize  them  to  utilize  their  permitted 
cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat  allotment 
or  base  acres  for  other  crops  that  can  be 
planted  later  in  the  year  and  require 
less  time  to  reach  maturity.  As  an  ex- 
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ample,  soybeans  may  be  a  desirable  sub¬ 
stitute  crop  in  some  areas.  The  legisla¬ 
tion  specifically  prohibits  these  acreages 
from  being  planted  to  any  other  crop  for 
which  there  is  in  effect  a  production  ad¬ 
justment  program  such  as  wheat,  feed 
grains,  tobacco,  peanuts,  rice,  sugarcane, 
and  sugarbeets. 

There  should  not  be  any  additional 
cost  to  the  Government  as  a  result  of 
this  legislation.  Due  to  a  shortage  of 
soybeans  this  year  and  an  excess  of  cot¬ 
ton,  this  emergency  proposal  should  re¬ 
sult  in  lower  costs  to  the  Government. 
As  Senator  Ellender  pointed  out  last 
week,  every  additional  bale  of  cotton  not 
produced  this  year  may  save  the  Govern¬ 
ment  about  $105. 

Payments  made  to  farmers  under  these 
disaster  provisions  should  only  be  a  small 
portion  of  the  total  costs  of  the  affected 
program;  however,  the  benefits  to  the 
individuals  involved  will  be  extremely 
important.  A  precise  estimate  of  the 
total  acres  affected  by  the  current  disas¬ 
ter  is  not  available,  but  it  will  be  quite 
small  in  relation  to  national  production. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  at  that  point  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  First,  I  wish  to  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  for 
making  a  very  fine  statement  in  support 
of  this  bill.  The  statement  is  certainly 
timely,  and  in  support  of  legislation  that 
is  urgently  needed  and  necessary,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

I  ask  the  Senator  this  question:  Is  it 
not  true  that  the  bill  does  not  add  any 
acreage  to  any  allotment  which  any  cot¬ 
ton  farmer  or  other  farmer  might  other¬ 
wise  have  under  the  operation  of  general 
law? 

Mr.  BASS.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  is  no  additional 
benefit  that  the  farmer  receives  from  it, 
and  no  additional  price  support  or  any¬ 
thing  like  that? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  is  accurately 
informed.  The  bill  merely  permits  the 
producer  to  use  the  cotton  land  which 
the  disaster  prevented  him  from  planting 
to  cotton. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Is  not  the  sole  purpose 
for  this  legislation  to  try  to  meet  a 
natural  calamity?  That  is,  it  was  ca¬ 
lamitous  so  far  as  the  cotton  acreage  or 
other  acreage  for  this  year  was  con¬ 
cerned  when  it  was  destroyed  by  a  flood; 
and  is  not  that  the  only  purpose? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  is  certainly 
correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  certainly  hope  the 
Senator’s  argument  prevails,  and  I  com¬ 
mend  him  highly  for  his  statement. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  / 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  short  statement? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  yield  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Missouri. 

H.R.  15151  NEEDED  TO  MEET  EMERGENCY 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  in  commending  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  for  bringing  this 
matter  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 


Mr.  President,  cotton  producers  of 
Missouri  have  an  immediate  and  press¬ 
ing  need  for  the  passage  of  H.R.  15151. 
This  bill  will  mean  everything  to  those 
who  have  been  unable  to  get  their  cot¬ 
ton  planted  because  of  heavy  rains.  It 
will  not  entail  any  additional  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government,  or  result  in  the 
production  of  any  additional  crops,  now 
in  surplus  or  expected  to  be  in  surplus. 

In  the  last  few  weeks,  flooding  in  the 
cotton  counties  of  Missouri,  as  well  as  in 
other  Lower  Mississippi  Valley  cotton- 
producing  States,  has  prevented  the 
planting  of  many  thousands  of  allotted 
cotton 'acres.  In  Missouri,  some  30  per¬ 
cent  of  this  land  has  not  been  planted. 

The  same  heavy  rainfall  has  also  af¬ 
fected  some  25  percent  of  our  cotton 
acreage  which  was  planted  prior  to  those 
rains.  Much  of  that  cotton  is  not  grow¬ 
ing,  and  time  is  running  out  for  re¬ 
planting. 

Under  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965,  these  farmers  who  had  signed 
up  to  participate  in  the  cotton  program 
and  had  planted  their  permitted  acre¬ 
age,  only  to  lose  it  by  natural  disaster, 
in  this  case  flooding,  will  be  eligible  for 
the  land  diversion  and  price-support 
payments  they  would  have  received  had 
the  crop  not  been  destroyed.  They  will 
also  be  permitted  to  use  this  planted  but 
destroyed  acreage  for  the  production  of 
any  other  nonregulated  crop,  such  as 
soybeans. 

By  an  apparent  oversight,  however, 
the  man  who  prepared  his  land  but  did 
not  get  it  planted  does  not  have  the 
right  to  plant  such  a  nonregulated  crop. 

It  is  for  those  farmers  with  the  30 
percent  unplanted  land  that  we  ask  ap¬ 
proval  of  HR-  15151  on  an  emergency 
basis.  This  legislation  would  give  these 
producers  the  same  right  to  plant  alter¬ 
nate  crops  as  already  enjoyed  by  those 
who  got  their  crops  planted  but  then 
lost  them. 

This  is  an  emergency  situation.  Time 
is  running  out.  Soybeans,  a  crop  now 
in  short  supply,  is  the  logical  nonregu¬ 
lated  crop.  In  Missouri,  it  must  be 
planted  within  the  next  few  days. 

This  bill  would  also  correct  the  over¬ 
sight  as  far  as  feed  grains  and  wheat  are 
concerned;  but  it  is  cotton  that  presents 
the  immediate  emergency  this  year,  and 
I  urge  the  Senate  pass  this  bill  today, 
without  amendment,  and  send  it  to  the 
White  House  for  signature. 

Mr.  President,  I  thank  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee,  whose  farmers  in 
his  State,  for  whom  he  has  worked  so 
long  and  so  hard,  are  in  the  same  posi¬ 
tion  as  the  farmers  of  Missouri. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  to  join  with  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  who,  as  I  understand,  has  re¬ 
turned  to  Washington  to  present  H.R. 
15151  to  the  Senate  today.  The  bill  af¬ 
fects  Kentucky  as  well  as  Tennessee  and 
parts  of  Arkansas,  Missouri,  and  Mis¬ 
sissippi.  As  a  member  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  I  was  glad 
to  join  with  the  Senator  in  introducing 
the  companion  Senate  bill  S.  3382  to 
provide  relief  for  these  cotton  farmers 
along  the  Mississippi  River  who  have 
been  hit  by  unusually  heavy  rains. 
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I  would  like  to  describe  the  situation 
which  has  been  reported  in  Kentucky, 
and  which  supports  the  need  for  prompt 
action  on  this  measure.  It  is  true  that 
Kentucky  is  not  a  large  cotton-producing 
State.  But  cotton  is  important  to  the 
several  hundred  farmers  in  western  Ken¬ 
tucky  who  have  cotton  allotments.  In 
fact,  there  are  about  25,000  acres  of 
“delta”  land  in  Fulton  and  Hickman 
Counties,  part  of  it  Mississippi  River 
bottom  land  protected  by  Corps  of  Engi¬ 
neers  levees,  where  cotton  and  some  pe¬ 
cans  are  grown. 

In  Kentucky,  the  date  to  begin  plant¬ 
ing  cotton  is  normally  about  April  20. 
This  year,  a  few  farmers  in  Fulton  and 
Hickman  Counties  began  to  plant  cotton 
on  Monday  morning,  April  18 — but  by 
noon  it  was  pouring  rain.  Since  that 
time,  the  area  had  the  heaviest  rains  of 
any  April  on  record.  These  rains  con¬ 
tinued  through  May.  The  Mississippi 
River  was  up — reaching  44  feet  on  the 
Cairo  gage — so  that  the  bottom  lands 
could  not  drain.  Except  for  2  or  3  days 
in  which  some  cotton  planted,  the  ground 
never  dried  out  and  remained  too  wet 
and  soggy  for  planting. 

This  was  the  situation  2  weeks  ago 
when  Congressman  Stubblefield,  of 
Kentucky,  and  others  introduced  their 
bill  in  the  House,  and  S.  3382,  in  which  I 
joined,  was  introduced  in  the  Senate. 
And,  even  on  the  Monday  following  in¬ 
troduction  of  these  bills,  this  area  of 
western  Kentucky  suffered  another  rain 
of  1 V2  to  3  inches. 

It  is  now  too  late  to  plant  cotton  with 
any  assurance  of  getting  a  crop. 

In  this  situation,  those  farmers  in 
Kentucky  and  the  other  States  who 
planted  cotton,  but  had  the  seed  washed 
out  of  the  ground  by  the  torrential  down¬ 
pours,  are  planning  instead  to  plant  soy¬ 
beans.  But  their  neighbors  who  have 
not  been  able  to  plant  cotton,  while  pro¬ 
tected  in  some  respects  by  the  disaster 
pi-o vision  of  the  act  we  passed  in  1965, 
are  not  now  allowed  to  put  in  any  other 
income-producing  crop. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  would  cor¬ 
rect  this  inequity.  The  House  has 
amended  the  bill  as  originally  introduced, 
so  that  it  will  apply  equally  to  the  feed 
grain  and  wheat  programs — where  farm¬ 
ers  who  have  agreed  to  come  under  these 
voluntary  programs  are  struck  by  a  natu¬ 
ral  disaster,  such  as  flood  or  drought. 

I  have  been  in  touch  with  officials  in 
Kentucky  who  have  informed  me  that  in 
many  cases  it  has  been  impossible  to 
plant  those  cotton  allotments  located 
along  the  river  bottoms  in  Fulton  and 
Hickman  Counties.  Some  farmers  got 
seed  in  the  ground  only  to  have  it  washed 
out.  Others  began  to  plant  but  did  not 
finish.  I  understand  that  more  than  half 
the  farmers  who  signed  up  for  the  cotton 
program  have  been  affected  by  weather 
in  on  of  these  ways. 

Under  the  natural  disaster  provision 
of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1965, 
those  cotton  farmers  who  signed  up  for 
the  program,  who  intended  to  plant  cot¬ 
ton  but  have  been  unable  to  do  so  during 
this  emergency,  will  receive  their  cotton 
diversion  payments  and  cotton  price  sup¬ 
port  payments.  But  in  order  to  raise 
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and  sell  a  crop  of  soybeans — as  their 
neighbors  are  doing  who  planted  cotton 
but  had  it  washed  out — under  existing 
law  they  would  have  to  go  through  the 
futile  exercise  of  planting  cotton,  even 
though  it  is  too  late  to  be  successful. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  glad  to  join 
in  sponsoring  a  Senate  bill  to  correct 
this  situation.  The  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  has  already  acted,  amending 
and  in  some  ways  extending  the  bill  as 
originally  introduced.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  now  proceed  to  consider  the  bill — 
and  will  act  today  on  any  amendments 
which  may  be  offered,  and  on  the  bill 
itself. 

Prompt  action  on  this  bill  will  demon¬ 
strate  that  the  Congress  can  act  effec¬ 
tively  when  it  is  presented  with  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  help  farmers  who  have  been 
struck  by  a  natural  disaster.  I  would 
like  to  mention  also  that  Mrs.  John  S. 
Bacon,  Miss  Prances  Johnson,  Mr.  R.  B. 
Goalder,  and  other  friends  in  Hickman 
have  always  been  good  in  keeping  me 
informed  as  to  the  cotton  problems  there, 
and  I  was  very  glad  to  receive  informa¬ 
tion  from  them  and  from  the  manager  of 
the  Pulton  Comity  farm  office,  Mr. 
George  E.  Holly,  which  has  been  helpful 
in  this  situation. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  support  and  the  statement  of 
the  Senators  from  Missouri  and  Ken¬ 
tucky.  I  point  out  also  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senators  from  Missouri  and 
Kentucky  are  cosponsors  of  S.  3382,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senator  Eastland,  for  him¬ 
self,  and  Senators  Symington,  Long  of 
Missouri,  Cooper,  McClellan,  and 
myself. 

Although  this  bill  was  originally  de¬ 
signed  to  alleviate  the  emergency  condi¬ 
tions  affecting  cotton  this  year,  it  now 
appears  desirable  to  extend  these  equita¬ 
ble  provisions  to  include  wheat  and  feed 
grains  as  well.  H.R.  15151  contains  the 
necessary  provisions  to  insure  fair  treat¬ 
ment  to  farmers  in  regulated  programs 
who  are  victims  of  natural  disasters.  I 
urge  all  my  colleagues  to  join  in 
promptly  approving  this  vitally  needed 
measure. 

Mr.  President,  since  the  earliest  days 
of  our  Nation,  farmers  have  played  an 
important  role  in  the  development  and 
growth  of  our  society.  No  group  has 
worked  harder  or  paid  a  greater  price 
for  success  than  the  American  farmer. 
On  many  occasions  farmers  have  had  to 
fight  long  and  hard  against  the  ravages 
of  weather.  For  the  most  part,  they 
have  stood  alone.  Now  we  have  a 
chance  to  help  them  through  this  vitally 
needed  disaster  assistance,  and  I  take 
pride  in  being  a  part  of  this  effort. 

I  hope  that  the  bill  will  pass  without 
objection  at  a  very  early  date. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This 
bill  is  presented  as  an  emergency  or  dis¬ 
aster  measure  for  cotton.  I  understand 
that  the  hearings  held  in  the  House  prior 
to  the  introduction  of  the  bill  all  dealt 
with  cotton. 


However,  is  it  not  a  fact  that  this  is 
not  a  disaster  bill  as  such,  but  is  more  or 
less  permanent  legislation  designed  to 
extend  over  the  entire  life  of  the  farm 
program,  some  4  years  or  more,  and  that 
in  addition  it  amends  the  law  as  it  re¬ 
lates  not  only  to  cotton  but  also  to 
wheat,  corn,  and  all  other  price- 
supported  commodities?  Is  that  not 
true? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  is  correct  in 
his  statment  and  in  his  assumption.  As 
I  explained,  the  original  bill  that  I  in¬ 
troduced,  or  had  introduced  for  me  in 
the  Senate,  would  only  have  taken  care 
of  the  emergency  that  now  exists,  as  far 
as  cotton  is  concerned.  However,  this 
disaster  and  this  emergency  actually 
pointed  up  a  need  for  a  change  in  the 
basic  law  to  take  care  of  disasters  in 
the  future  not  only  for  cotton  but  for 
feed  grains  and  wheat  as  well. 

Here  is  basically  all  that  it  does:  It 
makes  available  to  the  American  farmer 
who  has  not  had  an  opportunity  to  plant 
his  crop  because  of  a  disaster  the  same 
benefits  that  are  now  afforded  those 
farmers  who  have  already  planted  their 
crops  and  had  them  destroyed  by  a 
disaster.  In  other  words,  all  it  actually 
does  is  make  the  conditions  the  same  as 
far  as  the  time  of  the  disaster  is  con¬ 
cerned,  because  whether  it  is  before 
the  seeds  go  in  the  ground  or  after  the 
seeds  have  been  placed  in  the  ground, 
if  a  disaster  destroys  a  crop  or  a  potential 
crop,  the  farmer  still  suffers  the  same 
amount  of  injury  as  far  as  his  income 
and  ability  to  produce  are  concerned. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Of 
what  income  is  the  Senator  speaking? 
Loss  of  payments  of  some  kind? 

Mr.  BASS.  No,  only  as  to  his  ability  to 
plant  another  crop  on  allotted  acres  for 
cotton,  wheat,  or  feed  grains:  the  same 
treatment  as  now  accorded — as  I  am 
sure  the  distinguished  Senator,  who  is  an 
able  member  of  the  Agriculture  Commit¬ 
tee,  realizes — to  farmers  who  have  a  crop 
destroyed,  after  it  is  in  the  ground,  be¬ 
cause  of  a  disaster. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  what  confuses  me  somewhat 
is  that  this  is  being  urged  as  an  emer¬ 
gency  piece  of  legislation  on  the  basis 
that  there  is  a  disaster.  In  fact,  it  was 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  Tuesday  of  last  week  and  was 
passed  by  the  House  the  same  day  that 
the  bill  was  introduced.  This  bill  has 
never  been  before  any  committee,  either 
in  the  House  or  the  Senate;  it  was 
stopped  here  at  the  Senate  calendar  and 
was  brought  directly  to  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  again  without  any  hearings.  Yet 
it  projects  this  disaster  4  years.  I  won¬ 
der  if  the  Senator  has  not  overlooked  the 
fact  that  there  is  going  to  be  an  election 
in  1968  and  that  some  of  us  are  going  to 
try  to  cure  the  disaster  that  happened 
in  1964. 

Mr.  BASS.  Well,  the  bill  was  actually 
designed,  disregarding  any  political  im¬ 
plications,  to  take  care  of  emergencies. 


However,  in  many  cases,  emergencies  and 
disasters  point  up  the  need  for  change, 
not  only  in  the  legislative  forum  but  in 
many  other  phases  of  our  lives,  perhaps. 
This  emergency  merely  caused  us  to 
scrutinize  the  fallacy  in  the  present  law, 
and  attempt  to  pass  legislation  now  that 
will  prevent  the  necessity  of  a  legislative 
emergency  arising  in  the  near  future,  to 
take  care  of  a  real  need  caused  by  a  nat¬ 
ural  disaster. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Since 
we  have  had  no  committee  hearings  per¬ 
haps  we  can  develop  here  on  the  floor  ex¬ 
actly  what  this  bill  does  by  questions.  I 
think  it  would  have  been  better,  as  I 
pointed  out  earlier,  to  have  had  commit¬ 
tee  hearings.  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question. 

What  does  the  farmer  get  under  exist¬ 
ing  law?  We  will  assume,  for  example, 
that  Farmer  X  has  an  allotment  of  cot¬ 
ton  and  that  his  average  yield  is  two  bales 
of  cotton  per  acre,  or  1,000  pounds  per 
acre.  Under  existing  law,  what  would 
he  get? 

My  next  question  will  be :  What  would 
he  get  under  this  bill,  assuming  that  this 
farmer  has  an  allotment  of  100  acres  of 
cotton,  and  his  average  yield  has  been 
two  bales  per  acre,  \vhich  he  does  not 
plant?  He  is.  cutting  back  35  percent  of 
his  acres,  we  will  assume,  and  plants  65 
percent,  or  65  acres.  Assuming  that  this 
farmer  plants  his  crop,  and  it  is  de¬ 
stroyed,  what  would  he  get? 

Mr.  BASS.  Very  well.  I  am  reading 
from  the  copy  of  the  House  report. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  from  legislation 
passed  last  year,  the  national  average 
loan  rate  for  cotton  is  21  cents  per  pound 
based  on  Middling  1-inch.  In  other 
words,  the  farmer  now  gets  a  loan  rate  of 
21  cents  per  pound. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
was  not  the  question.  I  am  assuming  he 
plants  his  allotment  but  raises  no  cotton. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  under  existing  law 
this  farmer - 

Mr.  BASS.  I  would  like  to  quote - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
farmer  would  collect,  if  he  has  two  bales 
of  cotton  per  acre,  about  $105  per  acre, 
or  let  us  say,  about  $100  per  acre,  from 
the  Federal  Government  in  the  event  his 
crop  fails.  Under  those  assumptions,  is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  would  like  to  quote  from 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Well, 
the  Senator  handling  the  bill  knows  the 
answer,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  answer  is  that  the 
Government  will  possibly  save  $105  from 
every  bale  of  cotton  that  is  not  planted 
and  produced  this  year. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
because  of  the  cockeyed  cotton  program 
which  was  passed  last  year.  That  is  the 
law  whether  we  like  it  or  not.  Let  us 
get  back  to  the  bill.  What  is  the  answer 
to  my  question? 

I  come  from  a  farming  area,  and  I 
have  as  much  interest  in  protecting  the 
farmers  as  does  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee;  but  the  Senate  can  act  more  in- 
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telligently  if  we  know  what  they  get 
under  existing  law. 

Under  existing  law  the  farmer  with 
100  acres  plants  65  acres  in  cotton  and 
puts  35  acres  under  the  reserve  program. 
Under  the  reserve  program  he  would  col¬ 
lect  about  $100  per  acre  if  his  average 
yield  were  2  bales  an  acre,  or  $105  to  be 
exact. 

On  the  65  acres  which  he  planted, 
through  no  fault  of  his  own  but  through 
storm,  drought,  or  disaster,  he  produced 
no  cotton.  Does  he  not  still  collect 
around  $100  per  acre? 

Mr.  BASS.  No;  not  if  he  replaces  it 
with  another  crop. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
not  the  question.  He  leaves  it  out  of 
production.  Does  he  not  collect  that 
amount? 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  farmer  you  describe 
will  be  paid  $105  an  acre  for  his  diverted 
acres.  But  he  is  not  allowed  to  plant 
anything  else  on  this  land.  He  will  also 
receive  $94.30  an  acre  for  his  permitted 
acres. 

Under  this  bill  he  will  be  allowed  to 
-plant  soybeans  on  his  permitted  acres 
even  though  he  had  not  first  planted 
cotton. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
ask  the  question  once  again.  Let  us 
get  straight  what  he  can  get  under  the 
existing  law. 

He  can  collect  $105  an  acre  for  the 
diverted  acres  under  the  existing  law. 
If  this  bill  is  enacted  the  answer  is — at 
least  the  department  thinks — -that  he 
can  still  collect  that  amount. 

I  was  trying  to  determine  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  managing  the  bill  really  under¬ 
stands  just  how  generous  the  existing  law 
really  is.  Perhaps  this  lack  of  under¬ 
standing  is  the  reason  it  is  being  rammed 
through. 

This  bill  should  go  back  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  let  them  find  out  what  the 
bill  really  does. 

Mr.  BASS.  Under  present  legislation, 
if  the  farmer  does  not  want  to  plant  any¬ 
thing  on  either  his  diverted  acres  or  his 
allotted  acres,  I  understand  he  can  draw 
$105  an  acre  on  his  diverted  acres,  and 
$94.30  on  his  permitted  acres. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  BASS.  Under  this  bill,  if  he  is 
allowed  to  plant  beans  on  the  65  acres 
that  the  Senator  was  talking  about,  he 
will  draw  the  price  support  payment  for 
that  65  acres  even  though  he  had  not 
first  planted  cotton  on  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  other 
words,  under  the  existing  law  the  cotton 
farmer  is  producing  two  bales  of  cot¬ 
ton — some  have  more  and  some  have 
less,  but  that  is  a  good  figure — this 
farmer  who  planted  his  cotton  on  65 
acres,  and  lost  it  through  storm  damage 
can  under  existing  law  collect  close  to 
$105  per  acre  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  still  grow  a  crop  of  soybeans. 
There  is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  BASS.  He  could  plant  soybeans 
on  his  permitted  acres  and  still  receive 
price  support  payments  on  his  permitted 
acres,  since,  as  you  point  out,  he  had  act¬ 
ually  planted  cotton  on  those  acres. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
speaking  of  the  65  permitted  acres. 

That  example  covered  the  case  where 
the  producer  had  planted  his  permitted 
acres  to  cotton.  Now,  if  he  had  not 
planted  it  to  cotton  but  intended  to  plant 
it  to  cotton  he  can  under  existing  law 
still  collect  price-support  payments  on 
those  permitted  acres,  but  he  cannot 
plant  them  to  any  income-producing 
crop. 

This  bill  would  allow  him  to  plant  to 
soybeans  or  some  other  noncontrol  crop 
that  portion  of  his  permitted  acreage 
which  he  intended  to  plant  to  cotton 
but  which  was  not  planted  to  cotton,  and 
still  collect  $105  per  acre  from  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  They  soybeans  would 
be  eligible  for  price  support;  at  least  a 
letter  I  have  received,  signed  by  Mr. 
Godfrey,  so  states.  Perhaps  events  are 
moving  so  fast  that  even  the  Depart¬ 
ment  does  not  know  what  it  is  doing. 
I  am  only  trying  to  get  information  as 
to  what  is  intended.  I  understand  that 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  the 
answer. 

Mr.  BASS.  If  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  will  yield,  I  will  try  to  explain  the 
situation  in  this  way:  Under  the  bill, 
the  farmer  would  draw  absolutely  no 
more  money  in  price  support  payments 
than  he  would  draw  if  he  were  not  not 
allowed  to  plant  beans  on  those  acres. 
He  would  be  allowed  to  draw  $105,  or 
whatever  the  rate  per  acre  would  be  in 
the  case  you  assumed,  so  long  as  he 
either  plants  cotton  or  does  not  plant 
beans.  Under  the  bill,  whether  he 
planted  beans  or  did  not  plant  beans,  he 
would  draw  that  payment  if  the  cotton 
crop  had  either  been  destroyed  or  pre¬ 
vented  from  being  planted  by  disaster. 

All  we  seek  to  do  is  to  say  to  the 
farmer  that  he  may  plant  a  crop  on  the 
land,  if  he  did  not  plant  any  cotton,  just 
as  he  could  have  done,  had  his  crop  been 
planted  and  then  been  destroyed,  and 
the  cost  would  be  nothing  additional. 
He  would  be  allowed  to  produce  a  crop 
that  is  now  in  deficit.  More  beans  are 
needed.  In  his  message  on  agricultui’al 
policy  this  year,  the  President  called  for 
an  increase  in  the  production  of  soy¬ 
beans. 

The  bill  will  do  two  things.  First,  it 
will  prevent  the  cotton  farmer,  who  is 
faced  with  the  possibility  of  being  de¬ 
prived  of  a  crop,  from  possibly  becom¬ 
ing  a  ward  of  the  local  and  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernments.  At  the  same  time,  it  will 
allow  him  to  produce  a  crop  that  is 
needed,  sell  it  on  the  market,  and  re¬ 
ceive  income  for  it,  and  thus  take  care  of 
his  responsibilities  as  a  citizen. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield,  perhaps  I  can  help 
explain  the  purpose  of  the  bill,  at  least 
with  respect  to  the  situation  in  Kentucky. 
Let, me  say  first  that  I  am  a  cosponsor 
of  the  Senate  bill  with  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass].  My  State  does 
not  produce  a  great  deal  of  cotton,  but 
we  do  have  five  counties  which  produce 
cotton — they  say  very  good  cotton. 

This  colloquy  has  been  helpful  in 
bringing  out  the  facts.  I  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  correct,  as  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  accepted  it, 
that  if  by  reason  of  drought  or  flood  or 
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other  natural  disaster  a  crop  such  as 
cotton  is  not  planted,  the  farmowner 
who  has  already  signed  up  for  the  pro¬ 
gram  can  go  on  to  “draw,”  as  we  say,  his 
payments,  both  for  diversion  and  for 
price  support,  but  he  cannot  plant  his 
land  to  any  other  income-producing 
crop. 

Going  further,  if  he  had  planted  his 
land  in  cotton  and  a  drought  or  flood 
came  along  and  he  lost  his  crop,  then, 
under  existing  law,  he  would  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  plant  his  acreage  to  another 
income-producing  crop  and  still  receive 
payments.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr-.  COOPER.  But,  if  he  had  not  yet 
planted  his  cotton,  then  he  would  not 
be  permitted  to  plant  the  nondiverted 
areas  in  an  income-producing  crop  and 
still  remain  eligible  for  payments.  The 
purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  correct  an  in¬ 
equity  between  those  who  had  planted 
their  crop,  and  those  who  had  been  un¬ 
able  to  do  so. 

Two  farmers  may  be  in  exactly 
the  same  position.  If  both  lost  their 
crop,  due  to  unusual  rains  or  drought 
at  planting  time,  the  man  who 
had  not  yet  got  seed  in  the  ground — 
although  he  may  have  plowed  his 
ground,  had  his  seed  bed  prepared, 
bought  his  seed  and  fertilizer,  and  done 
all  the  work  preparatory  to  planting  the 
crop — would  not  be  accorded  the  same 
privilege,  of  raising  some  other  income 
crop,  as  the  man  who  happened  to 
get  the  seed  in  the  ground  as  well. 

All  this  bill  would  do  is  to  say  that  the 
cotton  producer,  who  because  of  a  na¬ 
tural  disaster  had  been  prevented  from 
planting  his  cotton,  would  be  permitted 
to  plant  on  the  nondiverted  acreage  an 
income-producing  crop,  if  it  is  not  a 
controlled  crop.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  BASS.  Yes,  it  will  treat  those 
alike  that  were  damaged  on  the  day  of 
the  rain,  whether  a  fanner  had  planted 
before  or  after  the  rain.  If  the  damage 
was  caused  by  rain,  one  farmer  planting 
today,  and  one  prevented  from  planting 
tomorrow,  they  would  be  treated  the 
same  way. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana 
took  the  chair  as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  want  to  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky.  He  has  made  an  ac¬ 
curate  analysis  both  of  the  existing  law 
and  of  the  pending  bill  as  I  understood 
it.  His  analysis  is  in  accord  with  the 
letter  which  I  received  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment. 

When  a  farmer  who  has  as  yet  not 
planted  his  crop  but  can  establish  that 
he  intends  to  do  so — perhaps  he  has  not 
even  plowed  his  ground — under  those 
circumstances  and  under  existing  law 
that  farmer  would  be  eligible  for  pay¬ 
ments  of  around  $100  per  acre,  assuming 
an  average  of  two  bales  per  acre. 

Under  this  bill,  he  can  draw  the  ap¬ 
proximate  $105  an  acre  and  then  raise 
a  soybean  crop  under  price  supports.  He 
gets  two  crops  on  that  same  acreage. 
One  argument  is  made  that  the  farmer 
who  has  not  planted  his  crop  is  entitled 
to  the  same  consideration  as  the  farmer 
who  has  planted  his  crop  and  then 
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lost  it.  But  there  is  a  difference,  as  any¬ 
one  who  has  ever  been  connected  with 
a  farm  knows.  We  know  that  the  farmer 
who  has  planted  his  crop  has  already 
made  an  investment  in  fertilizer  and 
seed  plus  labor  in  getting  his  land  ready. 
The  biggest  part  of  his  expenditure  for 
the  crop  is  made  in  its  initial  stages,  and 
he  has  made  all  these  expenditures  al¬ 
ready.  In  the  second  example  the 
farmer  has  not  even  planted;  yet  he 
gets  the  same  payment  and  can  still 
raise  a  soybean  crop. 

The  farmer  who  has  planted  nothing 
and  has  not  put  his  seed  into  the  ground 
and  therefore  has  not  as  yet  lost  any 
cash,  starts  out  with  this  advantage: 
He  can  still  plant  a  crop  of  soybeans  in 
Missouri,  Tennessee,  or  some  other  State 
and  get  a  Government  payment  of  $105 
an  acre  to  start  with  and  then  raise  a 
soybean  crop.  How  can  this  be  justified? 

Does  that  deal  fairly  with  the  inde¬ 
pendent  soybean  grower,  the  man  who 
planned  to  raise  a  soybean  crop  in  the 
beginning?  This  farmer  starts  out  with 
a  handicap  of  a  $105  subsidy  payment 
made  to  his  neighbor. 

Suppose,  further  that  this  second 
farmer  loses  the  soybean  crop.  What 
does  he  get?  Nothing. 

I  am  wondering  whether  we  are  not 
inviting  everyone  to  go  on  record  as  in¬ 
tending  to  grow  cotton.  Surely  this  bill 
needs  a  little  further  study. 

We  are  not  necessarily  dealing  with 
cotton.  We  are  dealing  with  wheat  and 
com  farmers  also.  What  happens  to 
the  wheat  farmer?  Under  this  bill  any 
wheat  farmer  who  has  put  the  maximum 
under  the  acreage  reserve,  which  is  65 
percent,  will  under  existing  law,  collect 
$16.50  an  acre  if  his  crop  is  destroyed. 
Under  this  bill  if  he  intends  to  plant 
and  does  not,  he  can  still  collect  $16.50  an 
acre.  And  then  plant  soybeans,  barley, 
or  any  other  noneontrolled  crop.  The 
farmer  in  North  Dakota  may  be  raising 
soybeans  or  barley  with  a  $16.50-per-acre 
subsidy,  while  the  other  farmer  would  be 
raising  the  same  crop  with  no  subsidy. 
In  my  opinion  that  is  an  inequity. 

Under  this  bill  any  farmer  can  go  to 
the  county  official  and  say,  “I  planned  on 
planting  cotton,  corn,  or  wheat  but  it  is 
too  dry  or  too  wet,  and  I  am  going  to 
raise  soybeans.”  He  then  gets  the  special 
subsidy.  If  he  has  had  an  average  yield 
of  100  bushels  of  com  per  acre  and  is 
complying  with  the  program  this  fanner 
can  collect  as  high  as  $30  per  acre  and 
still  plant  soy  beans.  Suppose  he  has 
100  acres  in  com  allotment;  his  extra 
payment  would  be  about  $3,250  on  this 
acreage. 

Therefore,  by  saying,  “I  intend  to  do 
something,”  the  farmer  can  collect  $3,000 
extra  from  the  Federal  Government  arid 
still  plant  soybeans.  Is  that  what  the 
Senator  wishes  to  do  ? 

Mr.  BASS.  No,  let  me  say  to  my 
friend.  His  remarks  draw  a  rather  for¬ 


midable  picture  of  opposition  to  the  bill, 
but  he  is  overlooking  the  fact  that  this 
must  all  be  caused  by  a  natural  disaster. 
This  will  not  permit  farmer  to  decide  on 
his  own  that  he  does  not  want  to  plant 
com,  or  wheat,  or  feed  grains.  There  has 
to  be  cause.  There  has  to  be  a  declared 
disaster — a  natural  disaster. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Just  a 
moment.  We  are  assuming  he  has  con¬ 
vinced  the  county  officials,  first,  that  he 
qualifies  under  the  program  which  would 
be  a  matter  of  record,  and  second,  that  it 
was  too  wet  or  too  dry  on  his  farm  to 
plant  corn.  Having  passed  that  hurdle 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  he  will  get  the  extra  payments 
under  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  BASS.  But  he  must  prove  that  it 
was  a  natural  disaster  which  caused  this 
unusual  condition.  The  entire  area  must 
have  been  declared  a  disaster  area. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  read  to  us  where 
those  steps  are  outlined. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  do  not  have  that  particu¬ 
lar  part  in  front  of  me  on  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act.  If  the  Senator  will - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
Senator  will  read  from  the  pending  bill 
he  will  see  that  this  procedure  is  a  new 
departure. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  will  read  that  part  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  that  deals  with  natural 
disasters,  if  the  Senator  will  wait  just  a 
moment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Let  us 
look  at  a  copy  of  the  bill  now  pending 
in  the  Senate.  Copies  of  the  bill  are  on 
desks  of  Senators. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tire 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  should  like  to  reply  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
by  saying  that  under  Public  Law  98-321, 
which  was  passed  on  November  3,  1965, 
the  Secretary  may  find  that  cotton  was 
not  planted  because  of  drought,  flood,  or 
other  natural  disaster.  This  is  a  deter¬ 
mination  which  is  to  be  made  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

In  other  legislation,  which  deals  with 
major  disaster  areas,  the  Governor  par¬ 
ticipates  in  the  decision.  But  in  this 
particular  case  the  decision  is  made  by 
the  Secretary  himself. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of. Delaware.  We  are 
dealing  with  H.R.  15151.  I  ask  again, 
where  is  there  anything  in  this  bill  which 
restricts  this  to  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture’s  determination  vfath  respect  to 
any  drought  or  wet  area? 


Mr.  BASS.  The  bill  we  are  dealing 
with  is  an  amendment  to  the  basic  law 
which  I  have  just  read. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  clear 
up  this  point  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  a  letter  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Agricttlttire, 

AGRICULTURAL  STABILIZATION  AND 

Conservation  Service, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  John  J.  Williams, 

U.S.  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Williams:  This  refers  to 
your  telephone  conversation  with  Mr.  Cox 
concerning  pending  legislation  which  would 
affect  eligibility  for  program  benefits  when 
a  farmer  is  prevented  from  planting  cotton, 
feed  grains  or  wheat  because  of  flood,  drought 
or  other  natural  disaster. 

The  diversion  programs  for  cotton,  feed 
grains  and  wheat  provide  price  support  pay¬ 
ments  and  wheat  certificates  for  participat¬ 
ing  farmers.  The  maximum  acreages  on 
which  such  payments  and  certificates  are 
made  are  65  percent  of  the  farm  cotton 
allotment,  45  percent  of  the  farm  wheat  al¬ 
lotment  and  50  percent  of  the  farm  feed 
grain  base. 

Under  the  rules  there  are  two  conditions 
under  which  the  price  support  payments 
and  certificates  may  be  earned  even  though 
the  crop  is  not  harvested.  These  conditions 
are  as  follows: 

1.  Crop  planted  in  workmanlike  manner: 

Any  acreage  which  is  planted  to  a  crop  in 

a  workmanlike  manner  is  considered  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  price  support  and  certificate  pay¬ 
ments  as  an  acreage  of  such  crop,  even 
though  the  crop  may  later  be  destroyed  by 
natural  disaster  such  as  flood  or  drought. 
In  this  case  the  farmer  may  subsequently 
use  the  land  for  other  crops  without  jeopard¬ 
ising  his  right  to  price  support  payments. 

2.  Farmer  prevented  from  planting  by  na¬ 
tural  disaster: 

Any  acreage  which  the  farmer  is  prevented 
from  planting  to  cotton,  feed  grains  or  wheat 
because  of  flood,  drought,  or  other  natural 
causes,  may  be  considered  an  acreage  of  such 
crop  for  price  support  payment  purposes 
provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently 
devoted  to  other  income-producing  crops. 
This  is  quite  restrictive  and  in  implementing 
this  provision,  the  Department  has  ruled  that 
any  crop  harvested  for  sale  or  feed  is  an  in¬ 
come-producing  crop.  There  is  one  excep¬ 
tion  to  this.  If  a  farmer  is  prevented  from 
planting  feed  grains  he  may  plant  soybeans, 
an  income-producing  crop,  and  still  earn 
full  feed  grain  payments. 

The  two  situations  above  described  result 
in  serious  inequities  between  farms.  The 
extent  of  such  inequities  is  shown  by  the 
enclosed  table  showing  a  comparison  of  pay¬ 
ments  earned  under  both  situations. 

If  we  can  furnish  further  information  on 
this  matter,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

H.  D.  Godfrey, 

Administrator. 

Enclosure. 
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Comparison  of  price-support  payments  earned  under  1966  disaster  conditions 


Crop 

Allotment 
or  base 
(acres) 

Maximum 
acreage 
for  price- 
support 
payment 

Maximum 
payment  1 

Payment 
earned  If 
planted 
crop  is 
destroyed 
by  natural 
causes 
irrespective 
of  later  use 
of  land 

Payment  ear 
Is  prevente 
ing  by  n 
and— 

Land  is 
later 

devoted  to 
an  income- 
producing 
crop 

ned  if  farmer 
d  from  plant- 
atural  causes 

Land  is 
not  later 
devoted  to 
an  income- 
producing 
crop 

Cotton _ _ — 

10 

6.  5 

$306. 15 

$306. 15 

None 

$306. 15 

Wheat _ - - - 

10 

4.  6 

175.  50 

175.  50 

None 

175.  50 

Corn  (feed  grain) _ 

10 

5.0 

160.00 

150.  00 

2  None 

150.  00 

1  Assuming  per  acre  yields  of  600  pounds  for  cotton,  30  bushels  for  wheat,  and  100  bushels  for  corn. 

2  Soybeans,  an  income-producing  crop,  are  authorized  on  permitted  feed  grain  acreage.  Thus,  soybeans  could  be 
grown  without  loss  of  payments. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  re¬ 
strictive  measure  to  which  they  refer  is 
what  they  are  trying  to  eliminate  under 
the  pending  bill.  Congress  would  be 
leaving  it  to  the  Secretary  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  weather  has  been  dry 
or  wet  in  the  various  areas. 

I  would  rather  have  the  people  in  the 
local  areas  make  that  determination. 
Just  because  it  happens  to  rain  in  Ten¬ 
nessee  one  day  does  not  mean  that  it 
rained  in  the  State  of  Washington  or  in 
some  other  State. 

This  invites  political  considerations 
rather  than  a  realistic  appraisal  of 
weather  conditions. 

Surely,  no  man  in  Washington,  D.C., 
is  so  knowledgeable  that  he  is  the  only 
one  who  can  make  such  a  determination. 

The  letter  from  Mr.  Godfrey  from 
which  I  have  just  read  and  which  I  have 
put  in  the  Record,  states  that  if  a  farmer 
suffers,  through  no  fault  of  his  own,  from 
a  drought  or  otherwise  he  can  collect 
these  payments  and  then  plant  another 
crop.  The  payment  price  per  acre  on 
corn  is  $30,  $16.50  on  wheat,  $52.50  on 
cotton.  He  can  get  that  money  solely  by 
establishing  to  the  committee  responsi¬ 
ble  that  he  had  intended  to  plant  that 
acreage  but  that  because  of  an  act  of 
nature — drought  or  heavy  rains — he  was 
unable  to  do  so.  Under  those  circum¬ 
stances  he  can  collect  this  money  and 
still  raise  a  soybean  crop. 

What  are  we  going  to  do  about  the 
thousands  and  thousands  of  independent 
soybean  growers  who  want  to  operate 
without  Government  subsidies? 

Mr.  BASS.  Let  me  point  out  that  soy¬ 
beans  are  in  shortage  now. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Oh,  yes. 
The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  bemoans 
the  fact  that  perhaps  for  the  first  time  in 
recent  years  the  farmers  are  getting  a 
good  price  for  soybeans.  The  Secretary 
does  not  like  to  see  farmers  getting  a  de¬ 
cent  price  for  any  of  their  products  in  a 
free  market.  He  does  not  like  the  idea 
of  fanners  making  money  independent 
of  Government  subsidies. 

Mr.  BASS.  Let  me  point  out  that  the 
Secretary  has  raised  the  support  price 
on  soybeans  from  $2.25  to  $2.50,  so  that 
does  not  indicate  he  is  not  sympathetic 
with  them.  Even  if  he  felt  that  way,  he 
would  not  speak  for  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee. 

The  congressional  district  affected  by 
this  legislation  in  Tennessee  happens  to 
be  in  one  of  the  four  lowest  individual 
median  income  areas  in  the  Nation.  I 


would  rather  see  help  given  there  to  raise 
their  income  and  enable  the  farmers  to 
put  their  products  on  the  market  than 
have  them  in  a  soup  line  applying  for 
aid  from  the  Government. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  How 
many  farmers  are  in  the  soup  line - 

Mr.  BASS.  No,  I  did  not  say  that. 
There  are  none  in  the  soup  line,  and  we 
do  not  want  to  put  them  in  the  soup  line. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Any 
Tennessee  farmer  receiving  $100  per  acre 
for  not  growing  cotton  is  not  a  soup  line 
farmer  in  my  part  of  the  country.  So 
before  we  start  passing  the  hat  around 
to  take  up  a  collection  for  their  relief  let 
us'  get  down  to  the  true  facts. 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  is  going  far  off  base  as  far  as  the 
intent  of  the  bill  is  concerned.  It  per¬ 
mits  the  farmer  who  did  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  get  seeds  in  the  ground 
to  receive  the  same  treatment  as  the 
farmer  who  got  his  seeds  in  the  ground 
before  the  floods  came.  The  first  farmer 
may  have  prepared  the  land  and  put  in 
fertilizer  and  performed  all  of  the  other 
work  necessary  to  produce  a  crop,  but  he 
still  would  not  be  eligible  unless  the  bill 
passes. 

All  we  are  asking  in  the  bill  is  that  a 
farmer  who  did  not  plant  because  of  dis¬ 
aster  be  treated  the  same  way  as  the 
farmer  who  was  fortunate  enough  to 
plan  his  seed.  For  example,  a  farmer 
who  had  not  planted  on  June  4  because 
a  rain  came  the  night  before  should  be 
treated  the  same  as  any  other,  and  not 
differently  just  because  he  was  not  able 
to  get  his  seed  planted  in  the  ground. 
That  is  all  we  are  asking  for. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Another 
question:  Will  the  Senator  tell  us  what 
will  happen,  if  this  bill  passes,  to  the 
fanner  down  the  road  growing  soybeans? 
What  is  going  to  happen  to  him  when  his 
crop  fails? 

Mr.  BASS.  If  the  market  were  not 
available  to  him  at  higher  than  the  sup¬ 
port  price,  then  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  would  not  be  on  this  floor  arguing 
for  this  legislation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  did  not  answer 
my  question.  It  is  sometimes  embarrass¬ 
ing  to  answer  questions.  The  support 
price  on  soybeans  is  $2.50  a  bushel.  A 
farmer  can  raise  soybeans  and  gets  the 
full  support  price  after  collecting  a  sub¬ 
sidy  of  from  $30  to  $100  per  acre  under 
the  pending  bill. 

A  neighbor  who  happens  to  have  cot¬ 


ton  acreage  can  collect  $105  from  the 
Federal  Government  and  still  plant  soy¬ 
beans.  So  one  farmer  gets  $105  per  acre, 
and  the  other  gets  nothing. 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  is  not  taking 
into  consideration  the  cost  of  producing 
the  crops.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  does 
not  want  to  pick  on  the  cotton  pickers 
down  in  my  part  of  the  country. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No  in¬ 
deed.  I  want  to  keep  them  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  picking  cotton  and  not  picking 
money  out  of  the  Federal  Treasury.  In 
other  words,  I  want  to  see  that  they  keep 
their  cotton-picking  fingers  out  of  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

Mr.  BASS.  In  view  of  the  money  that 
goes  into  the  State  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Delaware,  if  we  include  the 
Government  contracts  that  bring  in  jobs 
and  money,  I  believe  the  cottonpickers 
there  are  doing  fairly  well. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
are  working  for  their  money.  They  do 
not  get  paid  twice. 

Mr.  BASS.  Our  farmers  are  working 
for  their  money,  too.  I  want  them  to 
work.  Let  them  grow  something.  Do  not 
hand  them  something. 

Mi’.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Perhaps 
I  misunderstand.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  that  the  Senator  only  wants  his 
farmers  to  grow  soybeans  on  the  acreage 
and  do  away  with  the  $105  payments? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  am  not  proposing  to 
change  the  basic  legislation.  I  propose 
to  treat  all  the  farmers  alike. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  all 
the  Senator  wants  to  do  is  let  them  grow 
soybeans  I  will  join  him  as  a  sponsor  of 
the  bill.  I  only  object  to  paying  farmers 
$105  an  acre  to  grow  soybeans. 

Mr.  BASS.  All  we  are  attempting  to 
do  by  the  bill  is  to  treat  alike  one  fanner 
on  one  side  of  the  road,  who  planted  yes¬ 
terday,  and  one  farmer  on  the  other  side 
of  the  road,  who  cannot  plant  tomorrow. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  the 
Senator  does  not  care  about  the  inde¬ 
pendent  fanner  down  the  road  who  is 
raising  soybeans  or  who  is  not  under  the 
Government  umbrella. 

Mr.  BASS.  If  that  farmer  were  to  be 
injured  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
the  people  of  my  State  would  not  be  so 
unfair  as  to  ask  their  Senators  to  plead 
here  for  this  type  of  legislation. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  would  like  to  see  the 
bill  finally  come  to  a  vote.  I  do  not  think 
it  will  come  to  a  vote  very  soon  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Delaware 
continues  to  interrupt  and  prod  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee,  and  they  enter  into 
a  cotton-picking  discussion,  whether 
about  Delaware  or  Tennessee. 

We  must  advert  to  the  original  cotton 
act  for  a  moment.  I  am  referring  to  the 
present  cotton  program,  enacted  last 
year  as  title  IV  of  the  Food  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Act  of  1965.  I  did  not  vote  for  the 
Talmadge  bill,  offered  as  a  substitute  for 
the  cotton  program  recommended  by  our 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  I  did  not  like 
all  its  provisions. 

But,  with  some  changes  worked  out  in 
conference,  it  is  the  law. 

The  statement  is  correct  that  under 
that  program  whether  a  cotton  farmer 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


11419 


June  1,  1966 

plants  within  his  allotment,  or  because 
of  natural  disaster  does  not  plant  it,  he 
can  receive  his  payments  for  it.  Of 
course,  the  result  is  the  same;  cotton  is 
withdrawn  from  production. 

If  Senators  believe  that  that  kind  of 
program  is  all  right,  it  would  be  better  if 
the  farmer  did  not  plant  his  crop.  The 
cotton  would  be  withdrawn  from  pro¬ 
duction,  and  he  would  be  paid  for  it. 
That  is  the  reason  he  is  paid  for  it, 
whether  it  is  planted  or  whether  in  the 
event  of  a  natural  disaster,  it  is  not 
planted. 

If  a  natural  disaster  prevents  the 
cotton  from  being  harvested,  the  farmer 
still  receives  his  payments.  If  he  has 
planted  the  cotton  before  the  disaster,  he 
can  go  ahead  and  grow  another  crop. 
The  reason  for  that  situation  is  that  the 
other  crop  will  help  him  to  make  up 
some  of  the  loss — providing  income  in 
place  of  that  he  hoped  to  receive  from 
selling  cotton. 

The  curious  inequity  in  the  law  is  that 
if  a  man  has  not  planted  his  cotton,  al¬ 
though  he  has  taken  over  the  steps  to 
plant  it,  and  a  natural  disaster  occurs 
which  prevents  planting,  he  may  not  then 
devote  his  nondiverted  acreage  to  some 
other  crop. 

Early  in  the  discussion,  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  drew  upon  such  a  situa¬ 
tion  as  an  argument  against  the  bill. 
The  Senator  from  Delaware  stated  that 
a  farmer  who  had  planted  his  nondi¬ 
verted  acreage  had  spent  money  and  ex¬ 
pended  labor  in  doing  so.  However, 
other  farmers  may  have  taken  all  the 
steps  up  to  the  point  of  putting  in  the 
seed.  I  admit  there  are  differences,  but 
we  must  assume  that  those  who  had  not 
planted  had  taken  some  steps  toward 
planting  and  had  incurred  some  expense. 
But  whether  they  did  or  not,  we  revert 
to  the  original  proposition  that  it  makes 
no  difference  whether  they  planted  or 
not,  because  the  purpose  of  the  program 
is  to  keep  the  cotton  from  being  pro¬ 
duced.  That  is  the  main  purpose. 

This  bill  is  designed  to  put  all  farmers 
on  the  same  basis.  If  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  does  not  agree  with  the  price 
support  program,  I  am  sure  he  will  not 
like  any  part  of  this  bill. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
does  not  agree  with  the  farm  price  sup¬ 
port  programs,  and  at  times  he  has  used 
effective  methods  of  attacking  them. 
However,  I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
substance  in  the  argument  the  Senator 
has  made  against  the  bill.  It  is  already 
the  law  that  another  crop  may  be  grown 
with  respect  to  one  group  of  planters — 
those  who  by  chance  happened  to  put 
the  seed  into  the  ground.  The  fellow 
next  door,  who  intended  to  put  it  in  the 
next  day,  does  not  stand  on  the  same 
basis.  This  bill  would  put  him  on  the 
same  basis. 

I  want  to  answer  one  other  argument 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware,  as  to  who 
will  decide  whether  a  disaster  has  oc¬ 
curred  which  would  bring  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  into  play. 

The  law  provides  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  shall  determine  whether  a 
disaster  has  occurred  which  I  assume 
would  be  done  upon  the  recommendation 
of  the  county  and  State  committees. 


The  most  recent  determination  was 
with  respect  to  this  very  situation,  be¬ 
cause  in  May  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  did  declare  the  following  counties 
to  be  disaster  areas,  therefore  making 
them  eligible  to  receive  assistance  under 
the  cotton  act;  Arkansas,  14;  Louisiana, 
15;  Missouri,  8;  Illinois,  2;  Tennessee,  5; 
Mississippi,  12;  and  Kentucky,  2. 

The  determination  as  to  whether  indi¬ 
vidual  farm  allotments  were  not  planted 
because  of  that  disaster  would,  of  course, 
be  made  by  the  county  agricultural  sta¬ 
bilization  and  conservation  committees; 
but  they  would  not  have  a  chance  to 
make  such  determinations  until  the  Sec- 
retary  had  declared  the  counties  to  be 
disaster  areas.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  agree? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  has  stated  the 
situation  correctly.  He  is  one  of  the  few 
Members  of  the  Senate  who  has  ex¬ 
plained  the  bill  in  language  we  can  un¬ 
derstand.  The  Senator  from  Kentucky 
has  done  his  homework.  Will  not  the 
Senator  agree,  that  although  certain 
counties  may  be  declared  disaster  areas 
rain  does  not  stop  at  a  county  line.  Per¬ 
haps  county  X  can  very  well  be  estab¬ 
lished  as  a  disaster  area,  but  perhaps 
only  a  small  portion  of  county  B,  even 
three  or  four  farms  in  that  county,  may 
be  affected.  Is  it  not  just  as  important 
to  those  few  farmers  to  receive  benefits 
as  it  is  to  all  the  farmers  in  county  X. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  no  doubt  that 
only  a  portion  of  a  county  can  be  de¬ 
clared  a  disaster  area,  and  that  that  sit¬ 
uation  could  be  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  When 
we  speak  of  declaring  a  portion  of  a 
county  a  disaster  area  we  are  back  to  the 
position  I  took  before,  of  making  such 
declarations  on  a  selective  basis. 

Mr.  COOPER.  In  what  way? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  we 
could  go  to  a  county  and  declare  a  por¬ 
tion  which  would  take  in  2  or  3  farms 
as  eligible  then  he  could  declare  a  por¬ 
tion  which  would  take  in  only  one  farm. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  an  argument 
that  could  be  made  against  any  farm  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
not  making  that  statement  as  an  argu¬ 
ment  for  or  against  the  measure.  I  am 
only  stating  facts. 

The  only  reason  I  pointed  this  out  was 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  seemed 
to  feel  that  this  could  not  be  done,  that 
there  was  no  such  discretionary  power 
to  approve  an  individual  farm. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  there  is 
such  discretionary  authority.  If  not  it 
would  be  a  gross  injustice. 

Mr.  COOPER.  After  the  Secretary  has 
declared  an  area  to  be  a  disaster  area,  it 
is  correct  that  the  individual  farm  de¬ 
termination  would  be  made  by  the  coun¬ 
ty  ASCS  committee.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

I  hope  we  can  simplify  this  debate  and 
reduce  the  points  at  issue  to  their 
smallest  common  denominator.  When 
we  talk  about  cotton  payments,  the  cot¬ 
ton  planter  may  receive  $50  or  $94  or 
$105  an  acre— whether  he  plants  his  al¬ 
lotment  or  noi.  But  the  logic  behind  the 
procedure  is  that  cotton  is  retired  from 


production.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the 
cotton  program. 

If  one  does  not  agree  with  this  type 
of  legislation,  he  may  talk  about  the  $105 
payment.  But  we  know  the  reason  be¬ 
hind  it  is  that  cotton  is  withdrawn  from 
production.  That  provision  is  already 
contained  in  the  law  and  is  part  of  the 
cotton  program. 

All  that  the  pending  legislation  would 
do  would  be  to  put  every  farmer  who  is 
participating  in  the  cotton  program  on 
the  same  basis.  If  he  cannot  plant  his 
cotton  crop,  he  can  plant  some  other  in¬ 
come-producing  crop  on  those  acres 
which  are  not  diverted — but  he  may  not 
plant  a  government  controlled  crop  for 
which  he  could  secure  diversion  or  other 
payments. 

I  believe  that  is  all  there  is  to  the  bill, 
and  I  think  that  we  should  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
listened  to  the  arguments  from  both  op¬ 
ponents  and  proponents  of  the  pending 
litigation.  I  am  not  at  all  satisfied  that 
this  measure  would  treat  all  farmers 
alike. 

The  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  said 
that  the  only  object  of  the  bill  is  to  treat 
cotton  farmers  in  the  program  alike. 
However,  it  has  been  pointed  out  that 
those  farmers  who  have  cultivated  and 
planted  their  crops  are  now  covered. 
Those  who  have  not  planted  at  all  would 
not  be  covered  under  the  pending  bill. 
There  is  an  inequity  in  treating  them  in 
the  same  way. 

As  the  Senator  from  Delaware  has 
pointed  out,  costs  would  be  incurred  by 
those  who  had  cultivated  and  planted, 
whereas  those  farmers  who  had  not  cul¬ 
tivated  or  planted  would  have  no  costs 
at  all. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  fanners  have  pre¬ 
pared  the  land. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  using  as  an  ex¬ 
ample  the  case  of  a  farmer  who  has  not 
prepared  his  land  because  flood  or  some 
other  disaster  has  not  permitted  him  to 
do  so.  There  is  a  tremendous  cost  that 
he  has  not  been  obligated  to  incur. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Every  far  mwould  not 
be  the  same.  There  would  be  differ¬ 
ences.  Some  farmers  would  incur  great¬ 
er  expenses  than  others.  Other  farm¬ 
ers  may  not  have  incurred  any  expenses. 
However,  nearly  all  farmers  would  have 
incurred  some  expense. 

A  certain  amount  of  inequity  could  be 
involved,  it  is  true ;  I  know  of  no  disaster 
provision  which  compensates  for  every 
difference.  This  is  not  an  insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  We  must  be  practical  about  this 
legislation.  When  would  a  flood  prohib¬ 
it  a  farmer  from  planting  his  cotton? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  think  that  can  be 
determined  locally. 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  would  be  at  the  lat¬ 
est  possible  time  that  he  could  plant  the 
crop.  If  a  flood  had  occurred  weeks  be¬ 
fore,  the  man  would  probably  wait  to  see 
if  he  would  be  able  to  plant  his  crop. 

So  there  is  a  very  narrow  area  in  which 
there  might  be  inequity.  However,  a 
larger  inequity  now  exists.  Two  classes 
of  farmers  are  involved.  One  class  is 
able  to  plant  another  crop.  The  other 
class  is  not  able  to  do  so. 

The  Senator  has  served  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
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knows  that  there  is  a  disaster  provision 
in  the  act  of  1965  for  feed  grains,  and 
for  wheat,  identical  to  the  disaster  pro¬ 
vision  for  cotton.  The  farmers  in  the 
State  of  Iowa,  if  they  have  not  planted 
their  corn  crop  because  of  some  disaster, 
can  draw  the  feed  grain  payment  just 
the  same. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Why  is  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  not  satisfied  to  treat  the 
cotton  farmers  in  the  same  way? 

The  Senator  will  remember  that,  at 
the  time  this  matter  was  informally  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  stated  that  he  thought  they 
ought  to  be  treated  alike,  and  that  he 
certainly  could  not  support  a  measure 
that  would  treat  them  differently.  The 
pending  bill  would  treat  them  differently. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  asked  me  to 
state  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  that  he 
fully  supports  the  pending  measure. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  glad  that  the 
Senator  has  that  information.  However, 
I  find  it  difficult  to  understand  why 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  would  fully 
support  the  pending  measure  in  view 
of  the  inequities  that  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  developed  during  the  few 
moments  of  colloquy  here. 

Mr.  BASS.  A  committee  staff  member 
informed  me  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  wanted  to  make  it  very  clear 
that  he  fully  supports  the  pending 
measure. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  pleased  to  hear 
that.  However,  at  the  same  time  I  would 
feel  a  lot  better  about  it  if  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  had  had  an  opportunity 
to  listen  to  the  colloquy  which  has  oc¬ 
curred  here,  during  which  colloquy  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  pointed  out 
some  things  which  might  not  have  been 
apparent  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
at  the  time  he  gave  his  blessing  to  the 
measure. 

Mr.  President,  for  that  reason  I  send  to 
the  desk  a  motion  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  and  myself  and  ask  that  it  be 
stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tire 
motion  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Motion  by  Senators  Miller  and  Williams 
of  Delaware: 

“Mr.  President,  we  move  that  the  bill 
(H.R.  15151)  be  referred  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.” 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  motion. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I 
strongly  support  the  pending  bill  which 
is  designed  to  give  relief  to  those  farm¬ 
ers  who  have  been  prevented  by  natural 
disaster  from  planting  cotton,  wheat  and 
feed  grains.  Although  my  State  is  not 
particularly  affected  insofar  as  wheat 
and  feed  grains  are  concerned,  we  do 
have  a  considerable  interest  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  bill  as  it  affects  cotton 
acreage. 


During  the  early  part  of  the  planting 
season  this  year,  many  parts  of  the  mid- 
South  experienced  bad  drought  condi¬ 
tions  which  prevented  many  farmers 
from  planting  their  full  cotton  acreage. 
Once  relief  came,  the  rains  were  so  heavy 
that  the  farmers  were  still  not  able  to 
plant  their  cotton.  In  addition  to  the 
heavy  rains,  the  weather  was  unseason¬ 
ably  cold  and  these  cold,  wet  conditions 
are  not  favorable  to  proper  germination. 
Therefore,  many  farmers  will  be  pre¬ 
vented  by  these  natural  disasters  from 
harvesting  a  normal  crop. 

This  situation  is  particularly  prevalent 
in  north  Mississippi,  and  I  am  advised 
that  extreme  conditions  have  also  existed 
in  Missouri,  Arkansas,  Louisiana,  and 
west  Tennessee. 

Mr.  President,  the  enactment  of  this 
bill  is  necessary  to  remove  the  inequity 
which  exists  between  those  farmers 
whose  supported  crops  have  been  de¬ 
stroyed  by  natural  disaster  and  those 
who  have  been  prevented  by  natural  dis¬ 
aster  from  even  planting  their  crops. 
Congress  established  the  policy  of  assist¬ 
ing  those  in  the  former  category  when 
it  enacted  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965.  Every  member  in  this  body  had 
the  opportunity  of  voting  on  that 
measure,  and  a  majority  of  the  member¬ 
ship  approved.  It  is  only  right  and  just 
that  we  now  give  to  those  farmers  who 
were  unable  to  plant  a  crop  at  all  the 
same  alternative  given  those  whose  crop 
has  been  planted  but  subsequently  de¬ 
stroyed  by  natural  disaster. 

There  is  no  segment  of  our  economy 
which  finds  itself  in  a  more  difficult  posi¬ 
tion  today  than  that  of  our  farmers. 
The  ever-increasing  level  of  prices  and 
cost  of  living  has  again  caught  the 
farmer  in  a  price-cost  squeeze  that  is 
almost  unbearable,  particularly  for  the 
small  marginal  farmers.  I  believe  it  is 
imperative  that  we  give  them  some 
form  of  relief,  and  this  proposal  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  is  designed  to  do  just 
that.  It  would  at  least  enable  them  to 
plant  a  substitute  crop,  such  as  soy¬ 
beans,  so  that  they  would  have  an  in¬ 
come  from  the  land  which  they  have 
been  prevented  from  planting  because  of 
an  act  of  God.  I  therefore  strongly  sup¬ 
port  this  bill  and  urge  all  Members  to 
vote  for  its  passage. 


FAIR  PACKAGING  AND  LABELING 
ACT 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
hour  of  2  o’clock  having  arrived,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business,  which  the  clerk  will  state 
by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  985) 
to  regulate  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  by  preventing  the  use  of  unfair  or 
deceptive  methods  of  packaging  or  label¬ 
ing  of  certain  consumer  commodities  dis¬ 
tributed  in  such  commerce,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness  be  temporarily  laid  aside  and  that 
the  Senate  continue  with  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  15151. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 


Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  am  I  to  infer  that 
the  reason  for  the  Senator’s  request  is  to 
proceed  on  the  cotton  bill  we  have  been 
talking  about? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  why  the  Senator  could  not  let  the 
unfinished  business  continue,  and  then 
try  to  take  the  cotton  bill  up  a  little  later 
in  the  day. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  say  to  my  distinguished 
friend  that  we  are  dealing  with  an  emer¬ 
gency  situation.  We  introduced  this  leg¬ 
islation  only  because  of  a  disaster  that 
occurred,  which  necessitated  the  action 
we  are  taking  here  today.  The  Senator 
has  his  motion  ready  to  present  to  the 
Senate,  and  I  hope  that  he  would  allow 
us  to  go  ahead  and  proceed  with  the  bill 
now  under  discussion,  offer  his  motion, 
and  dispose  of  it  one  way  or  the  other. 
If  his  motion  carries,  that  will  be  the  end 
of  the  legislation  today.  If  it  does  not 
carry,  then  we  can  go  on  to  some  con¬ 
clusion  on  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  in  response  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  let  me  say  the 
thing  that  concerns  me  is  that  this  bill 
has  been  called  up  very  suddenly.  It  has 
not  been  referred  to  our  Agriculture 
Committee.  It  was  called  up  very 
abruptly  over  in  the  House  the  other  day 
on  a  unanimous-consent  request.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  there  were  very 
few  Members  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
at  the  time. 

Granted  that  there  may  be  some  kind 
of  emergency,  it  would  seem  to  me  that 
in  the  areas  we  have  been  talking  about, 
namely,  Tennessee  and  some  of  the  other 
Southern  States,  they  are  not  nearly  as 
much  in  a  state  of  emergency,  as  far  as 
getting  a  crop  planted,  as  we  might  think. 
In  my  own  State  of  Iowa,  which  is  much 
farther  north  than  Tennessee,  there  are 
many  fanners  who  do  not  have  their 
crops  in  yet  because  of  extremely  wet 
conditions.  If  the  Senator  thinks  there 
is  an  emergency  in  Tennessee,  I  would 
say  there  is,  a  fortiori,  an  emergency  in 
Iowa.  I  do  not  see  why  we  have  to  be 
in  so  much  of  a  big  rush,  rather  than  de¬ 
lay  the  matter  2  or  3  days  to  give  it  ade¬ 
quate  consideration.  I  cannot  see  why 
we  do  not  do  that,  instead  of  rushing  it 
through  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  say  to  my  friend  that  I 
have  just  returned  from  Tennessee.  I 
was  in  the  area  affected  by  this  legisla¬ 
tion  yesterday.  I  flew  over  the  areas 
^involved.  I  know  what  the  conditions 
are,  and  they  are  serious. 

I  also  have  been  informed  by  profes¬ 
sionals  that  if  this  legislation  is  not 
passed  immediately,  then  it  will  be  too 
late  to  plant  soybeans  that  will  bring  in¬ 
come  to  the  affected  farmers  there. 

For  that  reason,  I  would  have  to  insist 
that  we  proceed  with  the  measure. 

Mr.  MILLER.  May  I  say  to  my  friend 
from  Tennessee,  I  do  not  know  who  these 
soybean  experts  are,  but  there  is  plenty 
of  time  yet  to  get  a  soybean  crop  in  the 
ground  in  Tennessee. 
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Mr.  BASS.  I  do  consider  my  friend 
an  expert  on  farm  measures  in  Iowa,  but 
I  would  not  wish  to  take  his  advice  on 
planting  time  and  conditions  in  the  State 
of  Tennessee.  I  would  much  rather  take 
the  advice  of  some  of  our  distinguished 
farmers  down  there,  who  have  been  in 
the  business  a  long  time.  They  tell  me 
it  is  an  emergency,  and  the  time  is  im¬ 
minent. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  can  understand  why 
the  Senator  would  prefer  to  do  that,  as 
long  as  they  are  asking  him  to  get  the 
bill  passed  without  any  delay  up  here. 
My  point  to  the  Senator  is  that  farther 
north,  where  I  come  from,  there  are  still 
a  good  many  farmers  who  do  not  have 
their  crops  in,  and  yet  they  are  banking 
on  getting  a  crop.  I  do  not  understand 
all  of  the  rush,  because  Tennessee  has  a 
much  longer  growing  season  than  we 
have  up  north.  I  assume  they  will  be 
growing  the  same  kind  of  soybeans,  if  the 
measure  passes. 

Mr.  BASS.  In  the  long  years  I  have 
been  in  Congress,  I  have  seen  emergen¬ 
cies  arise  in  the  Senator’s  area,  and  I 
have  always  supported  measures  to  deal 
with  such  emergencies  as  being  in  the 
interests  of  the  farmers  in  his  area.  I 
hope  my  distinguished  friend  will  not 
delay  this  legislation  because  it  happens 
to  affect  an  area  in  Tennessee  and  the 
Midsouth,  and  not  to  be  of  immediate 
urgency  in  his  own  area. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  all  I  am 
pointing  out  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  is  that  all  of  this  business  of  a 
rush  to  get  this  bill  passed  right  now, 
without  any  consideration  by  our  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  after  it  has  been 
called  up  on  a  unanimous-consent  basis 
over  in  the  House,  with  very  few  people 
on  the  floor,  is  not  conducive  to  proper 
legislation. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  appreciates 
any  support  that  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  has  given  to  emergency  farm 
legislation.  The  point  I  am  making  is 
that  I  would  not  be  on  my  feet  talking 
now  it  this  legislation  treated  all  the 
farmers  alike.  But  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  pointed  out  that  it  does 
not  do  that. 

Mr.  BASS.  Let  me  say  to  the  Senator, 
as  far  as  rushing  this  thing  through  is 
concerned,  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
objected  last  week  and  had  it  laid  over 
until  today.  This  measure  has  been 
lying  on  the  desk  now  for  a  week  and 
everyone  has  had  a  full  opportunity  to 
study  the  bill,  as  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  done. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BASS.  So  there  is  no  question  of 
rushing  this  through.  It  has  had  a 
week’s  delay. 

Mr.  MILLER.  It  has  not  even  been 
before  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

Mr.  BASS.  Yes;  it  was  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  on  the  24th  of  May. 

Mr.  MILLER.  What  was  the  action 
of  the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee? 

Mr.  BASS.  The  committee  was  polled 
by  the  chairman,  as  I  understand,  and 
the  majority  of  them  said  they  had  no 
objection  to  the  bill. 


Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  from  Iowa 
has  never  been  polled  on  the  issue. 

Mr.  BASS.  Then  I  stand  corrected, 
because  I  have  been  out  of  town.  But  it 
was  my  understanding  that  when  the 
bill  was  called  up,  there  was  only  one 
objection,  and  that  was  that  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  said  at  the  time — and  I  have 
just  read  the  Record — that  he  would 
have  no  objection  to  the  bill  being  taken 
up  immediately  after  the  recess  for  the 
holiday. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mi-.  BASS.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  get 
the  Record  straight,  the  bill  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
last  Tuesday,  1  week  ago  yesterday,  and 
was  passed  the  same  afternoon,  before 
there  was  more  than  one  copy  of  the  bill 
available.  When  the  bill  came  over  to 
the  Senate  it  was  stopped  at  the  desk, 
laid  before  the  Senate,  and  made  the 
pending  business.  There  was  then  but 
one  copy  of  the  bill  in  the  Senate.  I 
objected  and  said  that  that  was  not  the 
way  to  legislate  and  that  by  all  means 
the  bill  should  go  over  until  this  week 
and  be  printed. 

I  have  tried  to  familiarize  myself  with 
the  legislation,  and  as  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  pro¬ 
ceed  today;  but  I  do  think  there  is  merit 
in  what  the  Senator  from  Iowa  has  said, 
that  this  matter  should  have  some  com¬ 
mittee  consideration.  I  have  talked  to 
several  members  of  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee  who  did  not  know,  for  example, 
that  it  would  affect  the  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram,  that  the  bill  covered  wheat,  or 
that  it  covered  corn. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  keeps 
referring  to  this  situation  as  an  emer¬ 
gency  or  a  disaster,  two  words  which  have 
a  tendency  to  get  immediate  considera¬ 
tion.  But  if  this  is  an  emergency  or  a 
disaster  why  did  not  somebody  know 
about  it  and  introduce  a  bill  before  last 
Tuesday? 

Mr.  BASS.  Will  the  Senator  yield  to 
me9 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Just  a 
moment.  I  have  not  finished. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  introduced  a  bill  myself, 
or  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  introduced  a  bill  for  me,  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  myself,  on  May  19, 
1966.  Here  is  a  copy  of  the  bill,  right 
here. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But 
were  there  any  committee  hearings  on 
the  Senator’s  bill?  The  answer  is  “No.” 
Why  not,  if  it  was  a  disaster? 

Mr.  BASS.  Because  the  bill  was  taken 
up  in  the  House  of  Representatives.  The 
House  of  Representatives  on  the  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  amended  the  bill.  The  identical  bill 
was  introduced  in  the  House,  the  bill  was 
amended,  and  then,  on  the  24th  of  May, 
some  5  days  later,  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  passed  the  bill.  It  came  to 
the  Senate,  the  chairman  moved  to  take 
the  House  bill  off  the  table  and  proceed 
to  its  immediate  consideration,  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  objected.  So  the 
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bill  has  been  before  the  Senate  since 
May  19. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No;  it 
has  not,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  BASS.  Here  is  a  copy  of  the  bill. 
Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Of  this 
same  bill? 

Mr.  BASS.  It  was  the  identical  bill  as 
originally  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  That  was  amended  by 
the  House  committee  after  that  time  to 
include  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  text  of  both  S.  3382  and  the  pending 
bill,  H.R.  15151,  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point,  and  the  Record  will  show 
they  are  not  the  same  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bills 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

S.  3382 

A  bill  to  amend  the  Agriculture  Act  of  1949, 
as  amended,  to  permit  the  planting  of  soy¬ 
beans  in  lieu  of  cotton  in  certain  disaster 
areas  in  1966 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  before  the 
period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (3)  thereof 
the  following :  “ :  Provided,  That  for  the  1966 
crop  any  such  acreage  in  areas  designated  by 
the  Secretary  as  disaster  areas  may  be 
devoted  to  soybeans.” 


H.R.  15151 

An  act  to  permit  the  planting  of  alternate 

crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  be¬ 
cause  of  a  natural  disaster 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
103(d)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  of  the 
last  sentence  in  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the 
words  “income  producing  crop  in  such  year.” 
and  inserting  “crop  for  which  there  are  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  pro¬ 
grams  in  effect.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  105(e)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm 
which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted  to 
feed  grains  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments  pro¬ 
vided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  plant¬ 
ed  to  any  other  income-producing  crop  dur¬ 
ing  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  which 
the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted  to  feed 
grains  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted  for 
harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments  pro¬ 
vided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  plant¬ 
ed  to  any  other  crop  for  which  there  are 
marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment 
programs  in  effect.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  379c(a)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  read¬ 
ing  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to 
wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an 
actual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest 
for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such 
acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any 
other  income-producing  crops  during  such 
year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sen¬ 
tence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to 
wheat  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other 
natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  ac¬ 
tual  acreage  of  wheat  planted  for  harvest 
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for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided  such 
acreage  is  ont  subsequently  planted  to  any 
crop  for  which  there  are  marketing  quotas 
or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Mr.  BASS.  I  said  the  bill  was  amend¬ 
ed  by  the  committee  in  the  House.  If 
the  Senator  will  get  a  copy  of  the  House 
report,  which  is  available,  he  will  see  the 
bill  was  amended. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  for  the  regular 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.R.  15151. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  motion  to  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  H.R.  15151. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  I  believe  the  sponsors  of  this 
bill  would  have  saved  time  if  they  had 
permitted  the  bill  to  go  to  the  commit¬ 
tee  in  the  first  place.  I  was  never  con¬ 
sulted  about  it  at  any  time.  However, 
there  is  an  emergency  as  far  as  wheat  is 
concerned. 

The  Red  River  Valley  in  North  Da¬ 
kota  has  been  drowned  out,  that  is  a 
part  of  it,  both  last  year  and  this  year. 
It  is  almost  too  late  now  to  plant  wheat. 
They  could  plant  soybeans  or  flax  up 
until  about  2  or  3  weeks  from  now. 
After  that  it  is  too  plate  to  plant  any 
crop  that  I  know  of. 

If  this  bill  is  to  help  the  wheat  farm¬ 
ers  of  my  State,  and  some  of  them  have 
been  drowned  out  and  need  it  badly,  the 
bill  should  pass  immediately. 

I  regret  that  the  bill  did  not  go  to 
committee  in  the  first  place.  At  least 
we  who  come  from  wheat  States  should 
have  been  contacted. 

I  support  the  motion  to  pass  the  bill. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  appreciate  the  support 
of  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  joined  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  [Mr.  Symington],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
and  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan],  in  introducing  S.  3382, 
which  would  deal  only  with  cotton  and 
with  the  emergency  during  this  crop 
year. 

I  have  read  the  hearings  held  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House 
of  Representatives.  In  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  members  of  the  committee 
raised  questions  about  other  crops — as 
has  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Young],  who  has  brought  up  the  question 
of  wheat.  Out  of  that  discusion,  this  bill 
was  amended  by  the  House  Committee  to 
include  feed  grains  and  wheat. 

I  agree  that  it  would  have  been  better 
if  the  House  bill  had  been  referred  to 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture, 
and  we  could  have  held  hearings,  secured 
all  the  facts,  and  presented  a  report  to 
the  Senate  on  it. 


Mr.  BASS.  I  agree  with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  COOPER.  We  would  not  then 
have  had  this  argument  made  against  it. 
But  on  the  merits,  there  is  nothing  new 
about  this  bill.  Actually,  the  provision 
that  we  are  talking  about  today  was  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  last  year,  in  considering  the 
natural  disaster  provisions  that  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  wheat,  feed  grains  and  cot¬ 
ton  programs  contained  in  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  which  is 
difficult  to  understand.  As  I  see  it — and 
I  believe  I  am  being  fair  to  my  friend 
from  Delaware  and  my  friend  from 
Iowa — I  think  the  Senator  himself  knows 
everything  about  the  bill.  Other  than 
the  fact  that  he  does  not  like  price  sup¬ 
port  bills,  I  do  not  think  that  he  sees 
much  wrong  with  this  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  very  charitable  in  his  analy¬ 
sis  of  my  knowledge  of  the  bill,  but  I  am 
seeking'  information  from  the  manager 
of  the  bill. 

Where  is  this  emergency  that  has  de¬ 
veloped.  I  repeat  again,  this  bill  was  not 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  until  one  week  ago  yesterday,  and  it 
was  passed  by  the  House  the  same  day 
that  it  was  introduced. 

When  the  bill  was  brought  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  it  was  stopped  at  the  desk.  The  bill 
is  now  before  the  Senate  and  has  never 
been  considered  by  any  committee. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  cor¬ 
rect  when  he  said  that  last  week  I  asked 
that  the  bill  go  over;  I  objected  to  the 
unanimous-consent  request  to  consider 
it  then  because  there  was  not  even  a 
printed  copy  of  the  bill  for  our  use. 

Let  us  get  the  Record  straight.  With¬ 
out  this  bill  these  farmers  that  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  is  shedding  so  many 
crocodile  tears  for,  will  under  existing 
law  be  collecting  $105  per  acre  for  a  crop 
they  have  never  planted.  This  payment 
is  made  even  without  this  bill. 

Mr.  BASS.  This  bill  does  not  change 
that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No,  it 
still  gives  them  around  $105  per  acre, 
assuming  a  2 -bale  cotton  production 
record,  but  he  wants  them  to  go  on  and 
raise  a  crop  of  soybeans  in  competition 
with  the  soybean  farmers  and  still  get 
this  subsidy  payment.  They  will  be  in 
competition  with  independent  farmers 
raising  soybeans  without  a  subsidy. 
This  creates  an  inequity.  That  is  clear. 
But  how  can  it  be  justified? 

Such  an  important  amendment  to  the 
major  agriculture  act  should  have  some 
committee  consideration.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  said  that  there  is  a  great 
catastrophe  in  his  area.  But  will  there 
be  a  catastrophe  next  year,  and  the  year 
after,  and  for  4  years  in  succession  be¬ 
cause  this  bill  proposes  a  4-year  program. 
It  is  not  dealing  with  the  situation  as  it 
may  exist  in  Tennessee  today.  Let  us 
face  it;  this  is  another  of  the  Great  So¬ 
ciety’s  giveaway  programs.  This  is  an¬ 
other  step  toward  the  Secretary’s  con¬ 
trol  of  our  agriculture  markets.  Price 
manipulation  is  one  of  the  goals  of  this 
administration,  and  they  care  not  how 
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they  get  the  power  or  what  the  cost  may 
be.  This  is  a  4-year  program. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  agree  that  it  is  a  4 -year 
provision.  I  remember  something  that 
was  said  in  Tennessee  by  an  oldtimer: 

It  does  not  help  to  lock  the  barn  after  the 
mule  Is  already  out. 

Let  us  understand  this  legislation.  I 
do  not  predict  a  disaster  and  am  not 
hoping  for  one.  But  if  one  arises  I  hope 
that  we  in  the  Senate  have  had  sufficient 
vision  and  wisdom  to  take  care  of  those 
who  will  have  been  subjected  to  such  a 
hazard. 

With  respect  to  the  introduction  of  the 
bill,  here  is  a  copy  of  H.R.  15151,  intro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Jones  of  Missouri  on  May 
18,  1966.  I  show  it  to  my  distinguished 
friend. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  a  copy  of  the  bill  that 
is  before  us,  and  I  have  a  copy  of  the 
bill  introduced  May  18.  They  are  dif¬ 
ferent. 

Mr.  BASS.  The  bill  was  amended,  but 
this  was  the  original  H.R.  15151. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  H.R. 
15151,  which  the  Senator  referred  to  as 
being  introduced  on  May  18,  and  the  bill 
introduced  on  May  26  which  is  before 
the  Senate  now  are  not  the  same  text. 

Mr.  BASS.  They  have  the  same  num¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  has 
the  same  number  but  this  is  not  a  num¬ 
bers  racket. 

Mr.  BASS.  This  is  the  only  way  we 
have  to  identify  identical  bills.  This  is 
done  in  the  Senate  and  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  One  has 
about  one  paragraph;  the  other,  three 
pages. 

Mr.  BASS.  That  is  the  bill  as - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This  is 
the  first  bill  as  introduced.  This  second 
bill  was  introduced  on  the  24th. 

Mr.  BASS.  This  bill  was  introduced  on 
the  18th.  It  has  the  same  number. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Once 
again  I  suggest  the  Senator  is  dealing 
with  the  numbers  racket. 

Mr.  BASS.  Does  the  Senator  know 
any  way  to  identify  the  bill  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  or  in  the  Senate  other 
than  by  number? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes, 
send  these  bills  to  the  committee  and 
handle  them  in  the  normal  manner.  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum  so  that 
I  may  get  a  copy  of  the  Record  of  last 
Tuesday  for  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  order  for  the  quorum  call  be  re- 
cinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  WILT  .TAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  the  Record  of  May  24, 
and  I  refer  to  page  D451,  outlining  the 
procedure  for  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  At  the  top  of  the  page  there  ap¬ 
pears  the  title  ‘‘House  of  Representa- 
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tives,”  and  beneath  that  “Chamber  Ac¬ 
tion.”  Under  “Bills  Introduced”  it  lists 
H.R.  15151  as  being  introduced  that  day 
and  also  that  the  bill  passed  the  same 
day.  That  is  the  official  record. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) .  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  proceed  to  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  15151. 

Tire  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  pending 
motion,  to  refer  the  bill  to  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  say  merely  that  the  reason  for  the 
motion  is  so  that  the  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  Committee  can  consider  this 
question  because  there  has  been  no  poll¬ 
ing,  to  my  knowledge.  If  there  was  any, 
I  am  sure  that^my  office  would  have 
known  about  it,  as  well  as  myself.  There 
has  been  no  polling  of  the  members  of 
the  committee.  At  the  time  this  was 
mentioned  by  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  in  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  there  was  some  question  about 
it,  and  there  was  anything  but  unanimity 
of  opinion  on  it. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  the  bill  is  de¬ 
fective.  It  does  not  treat  farmers  alike. 
If  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  and  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  were  neighbor  farm¬ 
ers,  and  I  had  been  subjected  to  a  flood 
which  had  prevented  me  from  cultivat¬ 
ing  and  planting  on  my  land,  I  would  be 
treated  exactly  the  same  as  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  if  he  had  a  farm  which 
he  had  already  cultivated  and  planted 
but  because  of  the  flood  would  not  be 
able  to  grow  a  crop. 

Certainly,  as  between  the  two  of  us, 
equity  would  demand  that  my  payments 
be  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the  savings 
I  had  from  not  having  to  cultivate  and 
plant  my  crop.  Yet  I  believe  that  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  made  it  clear 
also  that  with  respect  to  the  soybean 
farmer  who  is  not  protected  and  is  not 
in  any  program  at  all,  this  is  also  in¬ 
equitable.  If  we  had  an  opportunity  to 
sit  down  and  discuss  this  question,  I 
would  be  happy  to  spend  as  much  time 
as  would  be  necessary  to  work  this  out 
with  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  so  that 
we  could  come  up  with  a  modification 
of  the  bill  which  would  make  it  equitable 
and  I  believe  that  we  could  act  promptly. 
I  am  not  suggesting  that  this  be  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  for  the  purpose  of  burying  it. 
I  am  suggesting  that  it  be  referred  to 
the  committee  so  that  we  can  work  out 
a  piece  of  legislation  which  will  be  on 
the  books  for  another  4  years  so  that  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee’s  problem  can 
be  satisfied  and  at  the  same  time  we  can 
do  equity  to  our  farmers. 


When  I  talk  about  equity  to  our  farm¬ 
ers,  I  am  referring  to  equity  among  the 
farmers  in  the  State  of  Tennessee.  The 
example  I  gave  could  pertain  just  as  well 
to  neighboring  farmers  in  Tennessee  as 
to  neighboring  farmers  in  Iowa,  but  of 
course  being  from  Iowa  I  am  concerned 
about  the  bill  because  now  the  bill  has 
been  modified  in  the  House  to  include 
feed  grains  which  was  not  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  original  bill  at  the  time  we  dis¬ 
cussed  it  in  the  committee. 

Thus,  that  is  the  purpose  of  my  motion 
and  I  hope  that  it  will  be  supported,  with 
the  understanding  that  I  will  do  all  I 
can  to  work  with  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  to  mold  this  into  an  equitable 
piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  should  like  to  respond  to 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  by  saying  that  I 
would  have  to  oppose  the  motion  to  refer 
to  committee.  I  should  like  to  refer  to 
the  Record  on  this,  that  this  bill  has  been 
on  the  table  since  before  May  26.  If 
Senators  will  look  at  the  front  page  of  the 
Record  for  May  26,  -they  will  find  the 
statement  by  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
in  which  he  stated : 

I  have  consulted  with  the  majority  lead¬ 
er  and  the  minority  leader  and  those  who 
are  interested  in  the  bill.  There  was  no  ob¬ 
jection  t°  taking  it  up  today. 

However,  I  have  learned  that  in  the  last 
few  minutes  that  there  is  objection.  There 
will  be  objection  urged  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 

A  Senate  bill  similar  to  this  bill — H.R. 
15151,  which  has  been  enacted  by  the  House 
of  Representatives — is  before  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

I  have  consulted  many  members  of  the 
committee,  and  there  is  no  objection  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  committed  to  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  House,  and  which  is 
now  the  pending  business  of  the  Senate. 
It  is  an  emergency  situation.  I  should 
like  to  say  to  my  friend  from  Iowa  that 
I  would  certainly  like  to  do  everything  I 
can  to  work  out  with  him  any  differences 
that  there  might  be,  but  this  bill  is  going 
to  take  care  of  an  emergency  situation. 
If  there  is  something  else  in  the  bill  that 
might  be  effective  for  next  year,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  on  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  and  we  will  have  enough 
time  to  consider  revisions  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion.  If  it  seems  that  it  will  be  punitive 
to  anyone— and  I  do  not  believe  that  it 
will — we  can  change  it.  However,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  emergency  nature  of  the 
legislation,  I  will  have  to  oppose  a  motion 
to  refer  to  the  committee  and  delay  ac¬ 
tion  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
not  delay  the  vote,  but  I  again  read  from 
the  House  proceedings  as  appearing  in 
the  Congressional  Record  of  May  24, 
page  D451 : 

H.R.  15151,  to  permit  the  planting  of  alter¬ 
nate  crops  on  acreage  wbicb  is  unplanted  be¬ 
cause  of  a  natural  disaster,  amended  (H. 
Rept.  1549) ; 

Continuing  on  the  same  page  it  states: 

Soybeans:  The  House  passed  H.R.  15151,  to 
permit  the  planting  of  soybeans  in  lieu  of 
cotton  in  certain  disaster  areas  in  1966, 
amended. 
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This  bill  was  passed  the  same  day  it 
was  reported  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  and  it  has  never  seen  committee 
action.  This  should  go  to  the  commit¬ 
tee. 

Tomorrow  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  meets,  and  they  could 
give  this  bill  the  careful  examination  it 
needs. 

The  bill  does  not  deal  with  only  this 
year.  This  is  a  bill  which  projects  a  new 
subsidy  for  4  years.  As  I  pointed  out 
before,  there  are  many  of  us  who  think 
that  one  phase  of  our  national  disaster 
will  be  solved  by  the  1968  election. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Iowa,  and  the  Senator 
from  Delaware.  On  this  question  the 
yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered;  and 
the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  , 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har¬ 
ris],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Randolph],  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  [Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator 
from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and 
the  Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yar¬ 
borough],  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  is  ab¬ 
sent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan], 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
McGovern],  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from 
Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph]  , 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal¬ 
madge],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough],  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Er¬ 
vin],  If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  would  vote  “nay”  and  the 
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Senator  from  North  Carolina  would  vote 
“yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Griffin],  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  would 
vote  “yea.” 

On  this,  vote  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  16, 
nays  52,  as  follows: 

[No.  79  Leg.] 

YEAS — 16 


Bennett 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Scott 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Dirksen 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Hruska 

Prouty 

NAYS— 52 

Allott 

Hart 

Nelson 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Neuberger 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Pearson 

Bass 

Holland 

Pell 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Proxmlre 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Robertson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Cannon 

Mansfield 

Stennis 

Church 

McCarthy 

Symington 

Clark 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Cooper 

McIntyre 

Tower 

Dominick 

Monroney 

Ty  dings 

Douglas 

Morse 

WUliams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fannin 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

Fulbright 

Mundt 

Gruening 

Muskie 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Aiken 

Griffin 

Mondale 

Bible 

Harris 

Montoya 

Boggs 

Hayden 

Pastore 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dodd 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Metcalf 

So  the  motion  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  for  himself  and  Mr.  Miller,  to 
refer  the  bill  to  committee,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Missouri.  Mr.  President, 
this  spring,  southeast  Missouri  cotton 
counties  have  been  seriously  affected  by 
spring  floods.  As  of  this  time,  even, 
many  farmers  have  been  unable  to  get 
into  their  fields  to  plant. 

I  have  been  contacted  in  the  past  2 
weeks  by  many  cotton  farmers  of  the 
State  and  by  the  Missouri  cotton  produc¬ 
ers,  stating  the  desperate  need  of  some 
means  to  relieve  their  situation.  Some 
private  institutions  in  the  State  have 
withdrawn  from  accepting  applications 
for  farm  loans. 

Relief  would  be  granted  by  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  15151.  While  it  would  not 
permit  these  farmers  to  recoup  their  en¬ 
tire  loss,  it  would  prevent  the  financial 
disaster  resulting  from  a  complete  loss 
of  this  income. 


I  hope  the  Senate  will  approve  this 
most  important  bill  which  will,  inciden¬ 
tally,  not  adversely  affect  Federal  mar¬ 
keting  programs. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  on  behalf  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  and  myself,  I  offer 
the  amendment  I  send  to  the  desk,  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

“Sec.  4.  The  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  shall  be  effective  for  the  1966  crop  only.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  bill  before  us  is  being  pre¬ 
sented  as  an  emergency  measure.  Yet, 
significantly,  it  does  not  contain  a  time 
limit;  it  runs  for  4  years  concurrently 
with  the  regular  Agricultural  Act.  Cer¬ 
tainly  no  one  can  foresee  a  4 -year  emer¬ 
gency.  By  all  means,  if  the  bill  is  to  pass 
it  should  be  limited  just  to  taking  care 
of  the  situation  described  here. 

I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the 
amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Church  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
and  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  . 
The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har¬ 
ris],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough],  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  TMr.  Ervin]  is  ab¬ 
sent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Sen- 
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ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph],  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Talmadge],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough],  would  each  vote 
“nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  LMr.  Fong]  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  TMr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Griffin]  and  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily 
absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  would  vote 
“yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  paired  with  the  Sen-  A 
ator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If  ^ 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  20, 


nays  48,  as  follows: 

Allott 

[No.  80  Leg.] 
YEAS — 20 
Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Bennett 

Hruska 

Pearson 

Cooper 

Javits 

Prouty 

Cotton 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Saltonstall 

Curtis 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Dirksen 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Dominick 

Morton 

Anderson 

NAYS— 48 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Bass 

Holland 

Pell 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Proxmlre 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Robertson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Cannon 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Church 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Clark 

McGee 

Symington 

Douglas 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Monroney 

Tower 

Fannin 

Morse 

Tydings 

Fuibright 

Moss 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gruening 

Mundt 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hart 

Muskie 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Aiken 

Griffin 

Mondale 

Bible 

Harris 

Montoya 

Boggs 

Hayden 

Pastore 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dodd 

Lausche 

Simpson 

EUender 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Talmadge 

Fong 

McGovern 

Yarborough 

Gore 

Metcalf 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  on  behalf  of 
myself  and  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  state 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Strike  “Sec.  1”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"That  section  103(d)  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  Is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  the  period  at  the  end  of  subpara¬ 
graph  (3)  and  adding  thereto  the  following: 
'or  shall  be  deemed  to  be  planted  to  cotton 
for  purposes  of  one-half  of  payments  under 
this  subsection  if  such  acreage  is  not  sub¬ 
sequently  devoted  to  any  other  crop  for  which 
there  are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  ad¬ 
justment  programs  in  effect.’ " 

On  page  1,  line  9,  strike  the  words  “striking 
out”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
"adding  after”. 

On  page  2,  lines  4  and  5,  strike  the  words 
“and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “the  following 
new”. 

On  page  2,  line  2,  after  the  word  “of”  in¬ 
sert  the  words  “one-half  of”. 

On  page  2,  line  14,  strike  the  words  “strik¬ 
ing  out”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
“adding  after”. 

On  page  2,  lines  20  and  21,  strike  the 
words  “and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  words  “the 
following  new”. 

Or\  page  2,  line  23,  after  the  word  “be” 
insert  the  words  “one-half  of”. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  Lave  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
for  a  moment.  I  believe  that  we  can 
dispose  of  this  amendment  in  a  short 
time. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  first? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  many 
statements  have  been  made  on  the  floor 
this  afternoon  concerning  the  figure  of 
$105  premium  payment.  Based  on  the 
national  average  yield  of  531  pounds  per 
acre,  and  a  price  support  payment  of 
9.43  cents  per  pound,  instead  of  a  pre¬ 
mium  payment  of  $105  an  acre,  the 
average  premium  payment  for  cotton  is 
$50.07.  I  wanted  to  make  the  Record 
clear  on  that  figure. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  would  merely  try  to  correct 
an  inequity  which  exists  in  the  pending 
bill. 

If  the  pending  bill  were  enacted  into 
law,  the  farmer  who  does  not  get  his 
crop  planted  would  be  treated  exactly 
the  same  as  would  the  farmer  who  does 
get  his  crop  planted. 

For  example,  if  we  take  two  farmers, 
possibly  neighbors,  one  of  them  might 
incur  a  cost  of  $1,000  in  cultivating  and 
planting  his  land  and  the  other  farmer 
might  not  incur  any  cost.  If  each  were 
to  receive  $3,000  in  payments,  as  bet¬ 
ween  the  farmer  who  has  gone  to  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  cultivating  and  planting  his 
land,  he  would  be  $1,000  behind  the 
farmer  who,  due  to  disaster  or  some¬ 
thing  over  which  he  has  no  control,  was 
not  able  to  cultivate  or  plant  his  crop. 

Under  my  amendment  the  second 
farmer  who  could  not  plant  his  crop 


would  have  a  choice.  He  could  receive 
one-half  of  the  payment  and  then  try 
to  grow  some  other  crop,  or  he  could  re¬ 
ceive  the  full  payment  and  not  grow 
another  crop. 

I  suggest  that  this  would  give  him  a 
choice,  and  at  the  same  time  it  would 
remove  the  inequity  which  exists  between 
him  and  the  farmer  who  has  already  gone 
to  the  expense  of  cultivating  and  plant¬ 
ing  his  crop. 

I  wish  I  had  had  more  time  in  which 
to  perfect  this  amendment.  That  is  the 
reason  that  I  wanted  to  have  the  bill 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry.  However,  under  the 
circumstances  I  do  believe  that  my 
amendment,  if  agreed  to,  would  go  a  long 
way  toward  clearing  up  inequities  which 
exist. 

These  inequities  can  exist  in  Tennessee 
with  regard  to  cotton  farmers,  in  Iowa 
with  regard  to  feed  grain  farmers,  and 
in  Kansas  with  regard  to  wheat  farm¬ 
ers. 

I  do  not  believe  that  we  ought  to  legis¬ 
late  inequitably  between  farmers. 

My  amendment,  if  agreed  to,  would 
clear  up  this  inequity  by  giving  to  the 
farmer  who  had  not  gone  to  the  expense 
of  cultivating  and  planting  his  crop  only 
one-half  of  the  payment.  Then  if  he 
wanted  to  grow  other  crops,  he  could  do 
so. 

The  first  farmer,  who  has  the  expense 
of  cultivating  and  planting,  will  get  all 
of  his  payments  and  can  grow  his  crop. 
So  there  is  a  cost  differential  here  which 
the  bill  does  not  take  into  account;  and 
my  amendment,  I  think,  will  clear  it  up. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
oppose  the  amendment  with  one  very 
brief  statement.  First  of  all,  when  a 
farmer  is  prevented  from  planting  be¬ 
cause  of  a  disaster,  it  can  occur  at  a 
time  when  his  expense  has  already  been 
incurred  in  preparing  the  land  for  plant¬ 
ing,  buying  seed,  fertilizer,  and  every¬ 
thing  else.  So  the  cost  involved  is  not 
important  enough  to  justify  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment.  I  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment,  and  ask  for  a  vote. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,,  this  amendment  does  not 
affect,  one  iota,  the  farmer  who  has 
planted  his  crop  and  loses  it  through  a 
drought  or  excessive  rain.  Under  the 
existing  law  that  farmer  can  already 
collect  these  payments  and  plant  a  crop 
of  soybeans  if  he  wishes. 

This  amendment  deals  only  with  that 
farmer  who  has  not  planted  his  crop  at 
all.  He  has  not  invested  money  for  fer¬ 
tilizer  or  seed.  This  is  the  man  we  are 
dealing  with.  Even  under  existing  law, 
if  this  farmers  has  an  average  produc¬ 
tion  record  of  2  bales  of  cotton  per  acre — 
which  is  not  an  unreasonable  produc¬ 
tion — he  will  collect  around  $100  per 
acre  on  this  land  which  he  has 
never  planted.  Under  this  bill  he  can 
collect  this  payment  and  still  raise  a  crop 
of  soybeans. 

Mr.  BASS.  Will  the  Senator  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  has  been 
using  a  figure  of  $105.  While  he  was 
away  from  the  Chamber  a  moment  ago, 
it  was  brought  out  that  the  national 


average  on  cotton  production  is  531 
pounds  per  acre,  which  results  in  an 
average  price  support  payment  for  cot¬ 
ton  of  $50.07  per  acre. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  speaking  now  of  approxi¬ 
mately  1  bale  of  cotton.  I  am  speak¬ 
ing  of  2  bales  per  acre. 

Mr.  BASS.  The  national  average  pro¬ 
duction  is  about  531  pounds.  That  is 
what  I  am  speaking  of. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  we 
are  dealing  here  with  all  acreage;  and  I 
said  the  man  who  has  2  bales  could 
well  draw  around  $100.  To  go  a  step 
further,  if  a  man  has  an  average  of  3 
bales  he  could  draw  close  to  $150  per 
acre.  Yet  he  has  made  no  investment 
whatsoever.  He  has  not  plowed  his 
ground,  and  has  used  no  seed,  no  fer¬ 
tilizer;  he  just  collects  the  payment.  If 
he  has  100  acres  of  cotton  allotment  he 
collects  $10,000  from  the  Government 
and  under  this  bill  can  plant  a  soybean 
crop  on  the  same  acreage.  If  he  has  a 
thousand  acres  he  can  collect  $100,000 
from  the  Federal  Government,  still  grow 
1,000  acres  of  soybeans,  and  get  price 
supports  on  his  soybeans.  He  can  col¬ 
lect  both  amounts  under  the  bill  before 
us  now. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  argues 
that  this  is  a  great  unexpected  emer¬ 
gency,  but  the  Senate  has  rejected  an 
amendment  which  would  limit  it  to  1 
year,  so  therefoi'e  this  emergency  is  be¬ 
ing  projected  for  the  next  4-year 
period.  In  other  words,  it  is  permanent 
legislation.  If  we  are  going  to  adopt 
this  principle  we  could  just  as  well  say 
that  the  man  who  is  drawing  unemploy¬ 
ment  insurance  can  also  get  a  job  some¬ 
where  else  and  put  both  amounts  in  his 
pocket. 

We  do  not  permit  the  laboring  man  to 
do  this;  and  as  one  coming  from  a 
farming  area,  one  who  was  raised  on  a 
farm,  I  say,  why  should  we  permit  the 
farmer  to  do  it? 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  we  do  not 
have  testimony  here  from  a  single  farm 
organization  advocating  any  such  meas¬ 
ure  as  this  as  being  necessary.  Those 
who  are  advocating  this  measure  are 
those  who  would  benefit  from  the  politi¬ 
cal  aspects  of  the  agriculture  program, 
because  it  is  nice  to  be  able  to  go  out  and 
say  what  is  being  gotten  for  someone. 

But  I  point  out  again  that  without  the 
passage  of  this  bill  cotton  farmers  are 
receiving  around  $100  an  acre  in  subsidy 
if  they  have  a  production  record  of  two 
bales  of  cotton.  This  is  paid  even  though 
they  do  not  plant  anything.  This  bill 
would  give  them  the  full  payments  and 
allow  them  to  plant  the  soybean  crop  on 
the  same  acreage.  All  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  would  do  is  equal¬ 
ize  the  payments  and  pay  a  lesser  pay¬ 
ment  to  that  farmer  who  has  not  gone  to 
the  expense  of  planting  his  seed  and  buy¬ 
ing  his  fertilizer  and  cultivating  that  crop 
to  some  extent.  There  is  a  difference, 
and  that  difference  should  be  adjusted 
here. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Intyre  in  the  chair) .  The  question  is  on 
agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Iowa.  On  this  question,  the  yeas 
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and  nays  have  been  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  is  a 
parliamentary  inquiry  in  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry  is  not  in  order  at  this 
time,  a  yea  and  nay  vote  being  in  prog¬ 
ress. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  are  no  copies 
of  the  bill.  We  cannot  tell  what  we  are 
voting  on. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible]  ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Arizona,  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magntjson],  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  and  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  , 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har¬ 
ris],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Montoya],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman],  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  the  Senator  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  is  ab¬ 
sent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecti¬ 
cut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Louis¬ 
iana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche]  ,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan],  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough], 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  tljis  vote,  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph], 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  would  vote  “nay”  and 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  would 
vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 


[Mr.  Griffin],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson],  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson], 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs],  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  .  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  21, 
nays  46,  as  follows: 

|No.  81  Leg.] 

YEAS — 21 


Allott 

Dominick 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Fannin 

Nelson 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Pearson 

Byrd,  W  ,Va. 

Hruska 

Prouty 

Cotton 

Javits 

Saltonstall 

Curtis 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Williams,  N.J. 

Dirksen 

Miller 

NAYS — 46 

Williams,  Del. 

Bartlett 

Holland 

Neuberger 

Bass 

Jackson 

Pell 

Bayh 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Proxmire 

Brewster 

Kuchel 

Robertson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cannon 

Long,  La. 

Smathers 

Church 

Mansfield 

Smith 

Clark 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Cooper 

McGee 

Symington 

Douglas 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Eastland 

Monroney 

Tower 

Ful  bright 

Morse 

Tydings 

Gruening 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Hart 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Hill 

Muskie 

NOT  VOTING— 

33 

Aiken 

Griffin 

Mondale 

Bible 

Harris 

Montoya 

Boggs 

Hayden 

Pastore 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Randolph 

Carlson 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Kennedy,  N  Y. 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dodd 

Lausche 

Scott 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Simpson 

Ervin 

McClellan 

Sparkman 

Fong 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Yarborough 

So  Mr.  Miller’s  amendment  was  re¬ 
jected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  have  another  amendment, 
which  I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have 
stated. 

I  do  not  think  it  will  take  many  min¬ 
utes  because  I  am  confident  that  the 
manager  of  the  bill  will  accept  the 
amendment.  Certainly  even  he  will 
agree  that  this  amendment  has  merit. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows : 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

“Section  — .  Payments  made  pursuant  to 
this  Act  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  to  any  one 
producer.” 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Much 
has  been  said  about  this  being  an  emer¬ 
gency  piece  of  legislation  to  take  care  of 
the  little  farmer  who  as  the  result  of 
rains  cannot  plant  his  crop.  My  amend¬ 
ment  would  allow  payments  under  this 
act  up  to  $5,000  per  producer. 

This  amendment  does  not  affect  pay¬ 
ments  under  the  price  support  program 
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as  provided  under  the  existing  law  or  the 
amount  of  payments  which  this  same 
farmer  could  collect  under  diversion 
payments.  For  example,  Farmer  X  has 
100  acres  allotment  and  puts  one-half 
of  his  acreage  under  the  reserve  program 
intending  to  plant  one-half  of  his  acre¬ 
age  in  cotton.  Under  the  amendment 
he  can  collect  all  of  his  acreage  reserve 
payments  and  then  collect  up  to  $5,000 
on  those  acres  affected  by  this  bill. 

When  a  man  hits  this  $5,000  ceiling 
he  will  in  most  instances  have  crossed  the 
$10,000  figure  in  total  payments  from 
the  Government. 

Surely  subsidy  payments  in  the 
amount  of  $10,000  are  sufficient  to  take 
care  of  all  of  the  so-called  little  fanners 
who  have  been  mentioned  here  so  fre¬ 
quently  in  connection  with  this  measure. 

I  think  that  we  can  dispose  of  this 
amendment  very  quickly  by  voice  vote 
because  I  cannot  see  why  there  would 
be  any  objection  to  it.  I  now  ask  the 
manager  of  the  bill  if  he  will  accept  this 
amendment  which  would  limit  the  bill 
to  payments  up  to  $5,000  to  any  one 
farmer.  That  is  a  $5,000  payment  under 
this  act.  In  effect  the  man  who  collects 
this  $5,000  will  still  be  collecting  his  pay¬ 
ments  on  reserved  acreage.  My  proposed 
amendment  only  limits  payments  under 
this  particular  act  to  $5,000. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  would  have  to  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend  that  I  cannot  ac¬ 
cept  his  amendment. 

In  the  first  place  this  legislation  does 
not  deal  with  payments  at  all.  All  that 
this  measure  deals  with  is  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  allowing  someone  to  plant  some¬ 
thing  on  acres  on  which  he  was  not  al¬ 
lowed  to  plant  because  of  disaster.  I  op¬ 
pose  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  And  on 
which  he  is  collecting  these  payments 
approaching  $100  per  acre. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  have  not  mentioned  little 
farmers  today,  according  to  my  memory. 
I  have  mentioned  only  farmers  who  were 
penalized  because  of  natural  disaster 
We  are  trying  to  help  the  farmers,  big 
and  little,  young  and  old. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Under 
the  existing  law  the  farmers  who  have 
not  planted  their  crops  at  all  but  can 
establish  that  they  intend  to  plant,  can 
collect  these  payments  anyway. 

In  the  case  of  the  man  who  has  an 
average  yield  of  2  bales  an  acre,  under 
existing  law  he  would  collect  around 
$105  an  acre,  without  ever  having  put  a 
plow  in  the  ground. 

The  only  restriction  under  existing  law 
is  that  after  collecting  these  payments 
he  canont  produce  an  income-produc¬ 
ing  crop  on  this  same  acreage. 

The  legislation  that  is  before  us  would 
allow  the  same  farmer  to  collect  these 
payments  and  in  addition  to  produce  an 
income-producing  crop,  which  might  be 
soybeans,  barley,  or  some  other  crop  not 
under  acreage  control. 

The  amendment  would  provide  that  in 
those  cases  $5,000  would  be  the  maxi¬ 
mum  that  he  could  collect  from  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  on  cotton,  corn,  or  wheat  land 
which  he  has  never  planted  but  on  which 
he  proceeds  to  produce  a  crop  of  soy¬ 
beans  under  the  support  program.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  this  is  a  fair  proposal. 
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Why  pay  any  farmer  $100  an  acre  on 
his  soybean  acreage? 

Mr.  ANDERSON  and  Mr.  BASS  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  first. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  regard  this  more  favor¬ 
able  treatment  than  on  crops  produced 
during  the  war?  In  wartime,  if  a  man 
had  cotton  acreage  and  diverted  it  and 
planted  soybeans  he  was  able  to  do  so. 

Does  this  not  provide,  if  a  man  planted 
cotton  and  it  is  washed  away,  that  he 
would  receive  $100  and  some  odd  an  acre 
and  he  could  still  plant  soybeans? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Under 
existing  law  he  can  do  that  if  he  has 
planted  the  crop.  But,  under  existing 
law  there  is  another  section  which  states 
that  the  farmer  who  has  not  planted  his 
crop  but  who  through  drought  or  heavy 
rains  is  not  able  to  plant  it  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  so  certifies,  can 
collect  these  same  payments.  If  he  has 
had  two  bales  production  record  he  can 
under  existing  law  collect  approximately 
$100  an  acre,  but  he  cannot  collect  these 
payments  and  then  plant  an  income- 
producing  crop.  However,  the  pending 
legislation  would  allow  him  to  collect 
these  payments  just  the  same.  Even 
though  he  had  never  plowed  his  ground 
he  would  collect  these  payments  and 
then  in  addition  raise  on  the  same  acre¬ 
age  a  soybean  crop  for  which  he  would 
get  price  support. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  This  provides,  then, 
also,  that  a  farmer  who  has  a  thousand 
acres  of  cotton  can  draw  $105  an  acre 
in  payment  and  still  plant  another  crop? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
right.  If  this  farmer  has  a  thousand- 
acre  allotment  and  it  is  a  2 -bale  average 
production,  if  it  is  raining  in  that  area 
or  if  there  is  a  drought  and  the  Secre¬ 
tary  and  his  committee  recognize  it  as 
such,  that  farmer  can  collect  $100,000 
from  the  Federal  Government.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  that,  he  can  grow,  on  that  same 
land  another  income -producing  crop  and 
get  price  supports  on  it;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Farmers  in  the  San 
Fernando  Valley  in  California  get  a  4- 
bale  average.  Would  they  therefore  re¬ 
ceive  the  $200-odd  an  acre? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
would,  based  on  the  record  given  to  me. 
If  they  have  a  4-bale  average,  they  would 
collect  $200-odd  per  acre.  One  bale 
would  be  $52.50  per  acre. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  And  they  can  still 
plant  another  crop? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
can  still  plant  another  crop  and  get  price 
supports  on  it,  if  the  pending  bill  should 
pass. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  curious  to 
know  whether  this  bill  was  considered 
carefully  by  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry.  , 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  has 
never  been  considered  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  in  either 
House  or  Senate.  The  Record  shows 
that.  A  few  moments  ago  I  quoted  the 
Congressional  Record  for  last  Tuesday 
as  to  the  proceedings  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  which  show  that  on  that 


date  H.R.  15151,  which  is  the  pending 
bill,  was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives.  The  Congressional  Record 
also  shows  that  on  that  same  day  the  bill 
passed  the  House  of  Representatives.  It 
was  stopped  when  it  came  to  the  Senate, 
and  it  has  never  been  sent  to  a  commit¬ 
tee  for  consideration. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Let  me  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  that  I  have  had 
some  interest  in  trying  to  preserve  good 
farm  programs,  but  I  certainly  do  not 
understand  whether  this  is  a  good  farm 
program. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  believe 
that  the  pending  bill  would  create  many 
more  inequities.  For  example,  one  farm¬ 
er  plans  to  grow  soybeans  and  his  crop 
is  destroyed.  He  gets  nothing  under  the 
existing  law  or  the  bill,  but  here  is  his 
neighbor  who  has  a  cotton,  corn,  or 
wheat  allotment.  This  farmer  can  col¬ 
lect  from  $50  up  to  as  high  as  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  has  indicated,  $200 
an  acre. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  have 
the  yeas  and  nays  been  ordered? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
will  be.  I  am  wondering  whether  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  would  not 
recognize  the  merits  of  the  proposal  and 
be  willing  to  accept  the  $5,000  limit  on 
these  payments? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  could  not  accept  the 
amendment  even  if  I  thought  it  had 
merit,  for  reasons  which  I  have  been  ex¬ 
plaining  all  afternoon;  namely,  that  this 
is  an  emergency  measure.  The  farmers 
have  had  a  disaster - 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Where? 

Mr.  BASS.  If  they  do  not  get  this 
pending  legislation  and  get  the  privilege 
of  planting  this  crop  within  the  next  5 
days,  the  time  will  be  gone.  Thus,  what 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  is  trying  to 
do  is  to  enter  this  as  a  delaying  tactic. 

This  business  of  putting  a  ceiling  on 
the  amount  of  payments  to  farmers  has 
been  going  on  in  Congress  since  the  early 
days  of  the  triple  A,  as  to  who  can  draw 
how  much,  when,  and  what.  This  is  no 
time  to  make  arguments  in  some  places 
that  the  ceiling  is  a  compensatory  or  a 
premium  payment  on  a  commodity.  The 
proposed  legislation  does  not  change  the 
amount  of  the  payment  in  any  degree. 
The  only  thing  it  would  do,  ladies  and 
gentlemen,  would  be  this:  It  would  al¬ 
low  the  farmer  who  is  prevented  from 
planting  a  crop  because  of  a  disaster, 
equal  treatment  with  the  farmer  who 
had  his  crop  destroyed  immediately  after 
planting  because  of  a  disaster. 

This  is  equitable  legislation.  It  is  fair 
legislation.  It  does  not  change  the  basic 
agricultural  law  so  far  as  payments  are 
concerned.  It  does  not  change  the 
amount  of  payments  to  any  degree.  Just 
to  accept  an  amendment  like  this,  with 
which  I  do  not  agree  initially — and  also 
which  would  send  it  back  to  the  House 
of  Representatives  and  then  it  would 
have  to  come  back  again  to  the  Senate 
and  perhaps  require  a  conference — would 
absolutely  eliminate  the  purpose  of  the 
bill,  there  being  an  emergency  such  as 
this. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
not  trying  to  delay  Senate  action  on  the 
bill.  I  would  be  willing  to  enter  into 


a  unanimous-consent  agreement  now 
that  we  vote,  say,  at  4  o’clock,  on  final 
passage  of  the  bill,  or,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  to  vote  on  it  in  10  minutes 
after  we  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  is  opposed  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Tennessee  will  surely - 

Mr.  BASS.  The  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  will  not  accept  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No? 

Mr.  BASS.  No,  I  will  not. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Would 
the  Senator  accept  a  limit  of  $25,000? 

Mr.  BASS.  No.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  would  not  accept  it  if  it  were 
$5,  or  $500  million. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  to  my  friend  from  Tennessee  that  the 
emergency  here  is  a  shibboleth.  If  it 
was  not  a  shibboleth,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  would  have  supported  the  Wil¬ 
liams  amendment  which  would  have  lim¬ 
ited  this  to  1  year.  I  do  not  recall  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  did  that. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  have  made  the  state¬ 
ment  initially  that  we  have  taken  up  the 
House  bill  today,  to  take  care  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  emergency.  If  it  had  not  been  an 
emergency,  the  chairman  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  would 
have  called  for  hearings  before.  That  is 
the  colloquy  he  had  with  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  last  week,  that  it  would 
be  delayed  for  another  week  so  that  Sen¬ 
ators  could  have  an  opportunity  to  look 
it  over. 

Today  we  bring  in  these  amendments 
which  are  nothing  more  than  delaying 
tactics.  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  accept 
any  amendments  regardless  of  how  much 
I  might  like  them,  because  I  want  to  get 
the  bill  to  the  President.  It  is  an  emer¬ 
gency  measure  to  help  the  farmers  of 
America,  to  try  to  do  something  to  permit 
them  to  take  care  of  their  own  affairs. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Let  me  say  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Miller],  who  calls  this  catastrophic 
emergency  a  shibboleth  so  far  as  the 
emergency  is  concerned,  55  percent  of  the 
cotton  land  in  southeast  Missouri  either 
cannot  be  planted  today,  or  is  flooded 
out  because  of  the  heavy  rains. 

So  far  as  Missouri  is  concerned,  a 
neighboring  State  to  Iowa,  this  is  a  very 
serious  emergency  indeed.  It  has  been 
caused  by  unprecedented  rains. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Missouri  that  I  am  ready  and 
willing  to  accept  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
serious  situation  in  Missouri,  as  well  as  in 
other  States,  in  cotton.  But  another  3 
or  4  days  is  not  going  to  make  that  much 
difference.  The  fact  is,  I  know  some 
areas  presently  in  a  flood  situation. 
Even  if  the  pending  bill  were  passed  right 
now,  it  would  be  another  week  before 
fanners  could  even  start  to  get  into  the 
fields  to  grow  another  crop. 
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My  point  is  that  even  with  such  an 
emergency,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
could  have  accepted  the  amendment  for 
1  year,  which  would  allow  us  to  get  it 
over  to  the  House  where  I  am  sure  it 
would  be  acted  on  promptly. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  The  facts  are  that 
the  distinguished  Chairman  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  because  of  the  nature 
of  this  emergency,  it  having  been  passed 
by  the  House  on  the  basis  of  said  emer¬ 
gency,  asked  that  the  bill  be  passed  be¬ 
fore  the  just  finished  long  weekend 
began.  This  was  objected  to  at  that 
time  by  my  friend,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams].  It  was 
hoped  that  perhaps  we  could  take  it  up 
the  next  day,  but  that  was  also  objected 
to.  So  the  Senate  is  debating  it  today, 
there  being  only  a  pro  forma  session 
yesterday.  Thus,  we  have  already  lost 
4  or  5  days,  which  in  itself  will  be  disas¬ 
trous  to  some  of  the  farmers  in  my  State. 
I  would  hope  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
would  not  believe  there  is  any  “monkey 
business,”  any  shibboleths  about  the  na¬ 
ture  of  this  very  serious  emergency. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President - 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  if  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  permit  me  to  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum.  I  should  like 
to  get  the  lawyer  for  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Foresty  and  find  out 
what  his  interpretation  of  this  bill  is. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yields  for  that 
purpose,  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Intyre  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mi'.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
disturbed  about  the  proposed  bill,  prin¬ 
cipally  because  it  has  not  been  referred 
to  committee.  However,  I  have  talked 
to  counsel  for  our  committee,  and  have 
just  finished  reading  the  statement  made 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  [Mr.  Ellender] 
on  May  26,  relative  to  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  Senators  will  find  it  on  pages 
11002  and  11003  of  the  Record  of  May 
26,  1966. 

A  reading  of  that  statement  will  clearly 
indicate  that  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Senate  committee  has  made 
a  study  of  the  proposed  bill,  that  he 
favors  its  enactment,  and  that  he  strongly 
supports  it.  Solely  on  the  strength  of 
that,  although  I  do  not  favor  proceed¬ 
ing  with  a  bill  of  this  importance  with¬ 
out  a  hearing,  I  shall  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  that  does  not  alter  the  situa¬ 
tions.  Let  us  consider  a  cotton  farmer 
who  has  an  average  yield  of  2  bales  per 
acre.  Suppose  he  has  not  planted  his 


crop,  but  he  had  intended  to  plant  it. 
That  is  all  that  is  necessary  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  so  recognizes. 
Suppose  because  of  drought  or  excessive 
rainfall  the  farmer  was  unable  to  pre¬ 
pare  his  field  for  planting.  Under  exist¬ 
ing  law  he  will  collect  around  $105  per 
acre;  but  after  collecting  the  money,  he 
cannot  put  the  same  acreage  into  an¬ 
other  income-producing  crop.  The  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  would  give  him  the  right 
to  collect  that  money  and  then  to  pro¬ 
duce  an  income-producing  crop,  which 
primarily  will  be  soybeans.  This  produc¬ 
tion  would  be  in  competition  with  the 
soybean  farmer  who  is  producing  his 
crops  without  the  benefit  of  such  sub¬ 
sidy. 

The  proposed  amendment  merely  lim¬ 
its  to  $5,000  the  amount  of  payments  that 
a  farmer  can  collect  under  the  act. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  not  think  that  his  figure  is 
a  little  too  low?  I  shoujd  like  to  see 
some  limitation.  However,  I  believe  that 
a  limitation  of  $5,000  is  not  realistic.  A 
figure  of  $25,000  might  be,  but  $5,000  is 
rather  low. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  point 
out  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  that 
I  want  to  be  reasonable.  However,  in 
addition  to  the  $5,000  limitation  imposed 
by  the  amendment  the  farmer  could  also 
collect  about  the  same  amount  on  di¬ 
verted  acres.  The  payments  made  to 
him  under  the  price  support  program  it¬ 
self  would  not  be  affected.  When  we 
speak  of  $5,000,  we  are  in  reality  speak¬ 
ing  of  $10,000  as  a  minimum. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  A  great  many  peo¬ 
ple  have  100  acres  of  cotton.  It  is  not 
unusual  for  people  to  have  400  or  500 
acres  of  cotton.  I  believe  that  a  figure 
of  $25,000  would  be  realistic. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  would 
be  willing,  if  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  will  accept  a  modification,  to  modify 
the  amendment  to  a  $10,000  limit. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  the  Senator  de¬ 
sires  to  amend  the  pending  measure  in 
this  manner,  he  ought  to  include  in  his 
amendment  a.  reasonable  figure  and  not 
a  figure  that  is  too  small. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Would 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  think  that 
$10,000  would  be  reasonable?  With  a 
figure  of  $10,000,  a  man  could  collect 
a  total  $20,000.  He  could  collect  $10,000, 
under  diversion  payments  and  $10,000 
under  the  payments  included  in  the  pend¬ 
ing  legislation.  Personally  I  prefer  the 
lower  figure. 

If  we  increase  the  figure  to  $10,000  an 
individual  could  still  collect  as  high  as 
$20,000.  He  could  collect  $10,000  under 
the  diversion  payments,  which  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  amendment,  and 
$10,000  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  the  pending  measure  provides 
that  a  farmer  who  has  not  prepared  his 
ground  or  gone  to  any  expense  or  trou¬ 
ble  in  preparing  his  crop  and  the  farmer 
next  door  to  him  who  may  have  pre¬ 
pared  his  ground  and  had  his  crop  in 
would  receive  exactly  the  same  payments 
in  the  event  of  a  disaster? 


June  1,  I960 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  One  farmer  may 
have  spent  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  for  seed  and  fertilizer,  or  perhaps 
even  cultivated  the  land  for  2  or  3  weeks. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Would  the  provision 
presently  included  in  the  pending  legis¬ 
lation  encourage  a  farmer  to  consider 
not  planting  if  it  looked  like  a  bad 
spring? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  If  there  were  any 
indication  that  the  land  might  get  too 
wet,  instead  of  getting  in  the  field  the 
farmer  might  sit  in  the  house  and  pray 
for  more  rain.  Then  he  could  collect 
dual  payments. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Is  that  not  a  consider¬ 
ably  different  situation  than  that  which 
we  are  talking  about  in  which  one  man 
already  has  a  crop  in  the  ground,  having 
prepared,  plowed,  and  fertilized  the  land 
and  has  considerable  time  and  money 
invested?  That  man  would  certainly  be 
entitled  to  consideration  in  an  emer¬ 
gency. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  would  have  a 
man  who  has  done  nothing  with  his 
land.  Would  these  two  men  be  entitled 
to  the  same  consideration?  Should  not 
the  man  who  has  done  his  preparation 
and  work  be  entitled  to  more  than  the 
man  who  has  decided  that  he  would  not 
prepare  his  crop? 

Would  not  the  pending  legislation 
make  it  possible  for  a  man  who  has  not 
prepared  his  ground  to  collect  his  money 
in  a  situation  of  emergency,  such  as  rain 
or  drought?  As  I  understand  it,  a  fig¬ 
ure  of  $100  an  acre  has  been  mentioned 
with  regard  to  cotton.  That  would  be 
10-percent  income  on  $1,000  if  my  math¬ 
ematics  is  correct.  In  some  areas  the 
figure  might  be  double  that  amount  be¬ 
cause  the  acreage  is  cheaper.  However, 
the  man  could  go  ahead  and  farm  an¬ 
other  crop  and  collect  the  price  support 
from  the  second  crop  without  any  pen¬ 
alty  being  exacted  for  the  receipt  of  the 
price  support  paid  to  him  for  not  plant¬ 
ing  the  first  crop? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  man  would  re¬ 
ceive  price  support  on  his  second  crop, 
such  as  soybeans. 

The  point  that  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  makes  in  connection  with  the  two 
farmers  was  considered  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  last 
year  when  it  acted  on  the  1965  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act.  Significantly  this  same  pro¬ 
posal  was  rejected  then.  The  matter 
was  rejected  then  because  at  that  time 
they  decided  that  it  was  inequitable. 
Furthermore,  this  is  not  an  emergency 
situation,  as  evidenced  by  the  fact  that 
the  Senate  rejected  overwhelmingly  this 
afternoon  an  effort  to  limit  the  bill  to 
the  1966  crop. 

In  addition  to  that,  the  bill  would 
allow  up  to  $39  an  acre  extra  subsidy  to 
the  wheat  farmer  who  has  an  average 
production  of  wheat  of  30  bushels.  That 
farmer  could  receive  up  to  $39  an  acre 
for  wheat  that  he  never  planted.  After 
collecting  this  money  he  could  plant  an¬ 
other  crop,  barley  or  soybeans.  A  com 
farmer  in  Nebraska,  Iowa,  Delaware,  or 
in  any  other  State  can,  if  he  has  signed 
under  the  program,  collect  as  high  as  $30 
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an  acre  for  a  crop  that  he  has  never 
planted  and  then  plant  the  same  acreage 
in  soybeans. 

There  are  thousands  of  American 
farmers  who  grow  nothing  but  soybeans. 
They  are  not  protected  either  under  the 
existing  law  or  under  the  pending  bill. 
If  they  are  washed  out  they  just  go 
bankrupt. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  If  they  are  not 
washed  out,  they  are  penalized  in  their 
operation  to  the  extent  that  the  other 
fanners  who  have  been  washed  out  col¬ 
lected  from  the  Government  before 
planting  the  soybeans. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  in¬ 
dependent  farmer  would  be  penalized  in 
two  ways.  As  a  taxpayer  he  must  con¬ 
tribute  to  the  payment  of  $106  per  acre 
that  the  cotton  farmer  will  be  receiving 
when  the  cotton  is  not  planted.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  that,  the  soybeans  that  would 
be  produced  on  diverted  acreage  would 
be  sold  in  the  market  in  competition  next 
fall  with  the  crop  of  the  independent 
soybean  grower.  So,  he  would  be  caught 
both  ways. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  The  inequity  is 
against  the  American  taxpayer  who 
must  pay  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
is  no  question  about  that.  As  was 
pointed  out  in  the  example  a  moment 
ago,  one  individual  was  cited  as  having 
over  1,000  acres  of  cotton  with  an  aver¬ 
age  yield  of  4  bales  of  cotton  per  acre. 
That  particular  individual  could  collect 
up  to  $200  per  acre  from  the  Federal 
Government  on  land  that  he  has  never 
plowed  or  planted.  After  he  collects 
the  $200,000  from  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  he  can  then  raise  1,000  acres  of 
soybeans  under  the  price-support  pro¬ 
gram,  and  the  taxpayers  will  support 
that  endeavor. 

I  will  modify  my  amendment  along 
the  lines  of  the  suggestion  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  in  order  to  get 
support.  I  really  believe  that  $5,000  is 
very  reasonable,  but  I  shall  modify  my 
amendment  to  $10,000.  The  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  would  then  give  to 
each  individual  farmer  as  high  as  $20,000 
because  after  he  collects  his  $10,000  on 
his  acreage  which  was  not  planted  he 
can  also  collect  a  comparable  amount  on 
his  diverted  acreage.  Certainly  a  $20,- 
000  payment  to  an  individual  farmer  for 
a  crop  that  he  does  not  intend  to  produce 
is  equitable  enough  when  we  consider 
that  in  addition  to  that  he  can  use  the 
same  acreage  to  produce  another  crop. 

In  order  to  make  some  progress,  I 
modify  my  amendment  to  change  the 
“$5,000”  to  “$10,000”. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  modified  accordingly. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
Px-esident,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
the  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment,  as  modified,  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware.  On  this  question  the  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered  and  the  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnttson],  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Ribicoff]  ,  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  [Mr.  Tydings],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  ai'e  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Noi’th  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  fi’om  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
toya],  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin]  is  ab¬ 
sent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
[Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Mon¬ 
dale],  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers],  and  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge]  would  each 
vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore].  If  pi-esent  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  would  vote  “nay” 
and  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Griffin],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Kansas  would  vote  “nay.” 


11429 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  42, 
nays  27,  as  follows: 

[No.  82  Leg.] 

YEAS— 42 


Allott 

Dlrksen 

Morton 

Anderson. 

Dominick 

Mundt 

Bartlett 

Douglas 

Murphy 

Bayh 

Gruening 

Muskie 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Hlckenlooper 

Pearson 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hruska 

Pell 

Cannon 

Jackson 

Prouty 

Case 

Javits 

Robertson 

Church. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Saltonstall 

Clark 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Smith 

Cooper 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Williams,  N.J. 

Cotton 

McIntyre 

Williams,  Del. 

Curtis 

Miller 

NAYS — 27 

Young,  Ohio 

Bass 

Long,  Mo. 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Randolph 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Russell,  Ga. 

Fannin 

McCarthy 

Stennls 

Fulbrlght 

McClellan 

Symington 

Hart 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Hill 

Monroney 

Tower 

Holland 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Kuchel 

Neuberger 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

NOT  VOTING — 

31 

Aiken 

Harris 

Pastore 

Bible 

Hayden 

Ribicoff 

Boggs 

Inouye 

Russell,  S.C. 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Carlson 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Dodd 

Magnuson 

Smathers 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Sparkman 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Talmadge 

Fong 

Mondale 

Tydings 

Gore 

Montoya 

Griffin 

Morse 

So  the  modified  amendment  of  Mr. 
Williams  of  Delaware  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  move  to  reconsider  the  vote 
by  which  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  Pi-esident,  since  there 
ai’e  no  more  amendments  pending  on  the 
legislation  presently  under  consideration, 
I  wonder  if  we  could  get  an  agreement 
on  a  time  to  vote  on  final  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Surely. 
I  will  agi-ee  to  a  vote  after  we  get  through 
with  the  discussion. 

Mr.  BASS.  Would  the  Senator  agree 
to  a  vote  on  final  passage  at  4:30? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
no  intention  of  delaying  the  bill  and  I 
have  not  been  delaying  it.  I  am  only 
trying  to  educate  the  Senate  on  what  the 
bill  really  does.  I  believe  we  are  mak¬ 
ing  progress. 

Since  the  preceding  votes  several  Sen¬ 
ators  have  indicated  that  they  misun¬ 
derstood  one  of  the  votes  and  now  agree 
that  this  proposal  should  be  limited  to 
1  year. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  from  Tennes¬ 
see  would  agree  to  our  resubmitting  the 
amendment  for  a  1-year  limit  on  this 
measure  or  to  the  emergency  described? 

Mr.  BASS.  No;  the  Senator  is  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  bill  in  its  present  form  and 
would  not  be  in  a  position  to  enter  into 
any  such  agreement. 

Mr.  WILT  JAMS  of  Delaware.  Then 
I  would  say  that  the  Senator  answered 
his  own  question  as  to  agreement. 
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Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment  which  would  limit  the  bill 
to  2  years. 

I  really  think  it  should  be  limited  to  1 
year  for  certainly  no  man  can  foresee 
an  emergency  4  years  in  advance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

‘‘Sec.  — .  The  amendments  made  by  this 
Act  6hall  be  effective  for  the  1966  and  1967 
crops  only.”  _ 


FAIR  PACKAGING  AND  \ABELING 
ACT 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President, Nvill  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  a  moment? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yrold. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  when 
we  convened  today,  the  pending  busine 
before  the  Senate  was  the  so-called  truth1 
in  packaging  bill,  S.  985,  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Commerce. 

Now,  some  of  the  members  of  our 
committee  and  others,  anticipating  that 
that  measure  would  be  reached  today — 
at  least  debated,  and  a  vote  had  on  a 
rather  important  amendment  either  to¬ 
day  or  the  first  thing  tomorrow — had 
made  their  plans  accordingly. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  was 
not  present  when  the  Senate  came  to 
order  and  was  not  aware  of  the  fact  that 
this  was  going  to  be  set  aside  for  this 
argument  about  the  cotton-soybean 
problem. 

The  result  has  been  that  this  day  has 
been  eaten  up,  and  clearly  the  rest  of  it 
is  going  to  be  eaten  up,  on  this  cotton- 
soybean  measure.  We  are  not  going  to 
have  any  opportunity  for  debate  or 
votes  on  the  packaging  bill.  Some  of 
those  who  had  expected  to  be  present 
and  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  a 
rather  important  amendment  to  the 
packaging  bill,  will  no  longer  be  present. 
Some  Senators  have  already  had  to  leave 
the  Chamber  to  keep  appointments  and 
they  will  not  be  back  this  week. 

I  am  sure  that  the  majority  leader 
understands  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  rarely  causes  trouble  in  the 
matter  of  the  calendar  and  never  for  tl 
purpose  of  being  obstructive.  But  #ie 
truth  in  packaging  measure  w&s/aX- 
tacked  in  the  Committee  on  Commerce — 
and  I  think  Senators  on  both  side*  of  the 
committee  will  bear  me  out — i/  a  spirit 
of  cooperation  and  not  antagonism. 

We  all  felt  there  were  merits  in  the 
bill.  Most  of  us  feel  there/are  merits  in 
the  bill.  Certain  elements  were  justi¬ 
fied  and  should  be  strengthened,  and 
that  should  be  done. 

While  we  were  in/trong  disagreement 
with  respect  to  some  provisions  of  the 
bill,  we  helped  yrtrengthen  the  bill  in 
other  particula 

Then  we  fmmd  that  the  proponents  of 
the  bill  ware  absolutely  adamant  in 
yielding  an  inch  on  some  parts  of  the 
bill  that /we  considered  extremely  dan¬ 
gerous legislation. 

No /,  having  consumed  today,  when 
we  /Expected  to  consider  what  I  predict 
win  be  a  highly  controversial  measure, 
''can  foresee  that  when  evening  comes, 


and  this  foray  on  cotton  and  soybeans 
is  ended,  that  as  a  matter  of  course  the 
leadership  is  going  to  call  up  the  truth- 
in-packaging  measure,  make  it  the  pend¬ 
ing  business,  and  we  will  be  reaching  a 
vote  on  the  important  amendments 
when  Senators  who  had  anticipated 
being  here  will  not  be  present. 

I  think  it  is  only  fair  to  say  that  if 
unanimous  consent  is  desired  to  make 
the  truth-in-packaging  measure  the 
pending  business  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Hampshire  will  be  constrained  to 
.object,  unless  we  can  have  some  agree- 
"ment  so  that  we  have  our  people  pres¬ 
ent.  Otherwise,  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  may  have  some  rather  ex¬ 
tended  comments  to  make  on  the  wisdom 
and  the  equity  of  putting  this  back  as 
the  pending  business  of  the  Senate  after 
it  has  been  thrown  aside  and  an  entire 
day  consumed  on  another  measure. 

I  felt  it  only  fair  to  say  this  at  this 
time,  before  the  debate  is  resumed. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Delaware  for 
:lding  to  me. 

[r.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the 'Senator  yield? 

Mr\  COTTON.  I  do  not  have  thi 
floor,  but  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yMd. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  it 
was  anticipSrted  that  the  truth-in/pack¬ 
aging  bill  wotdd  be  taken  up  at  ifie  con¬ 
clusion  of  theynorning  business  today. 

Unfortunately* 1,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Washington  [M/ MagnusonI 
had  to  be  in  NewSYorkvl  understand, 
where  his  wife  is  uh  .He  had  to  look 
after  her,  and  he  was  j^ot  due  back  until 
late  this  afternoon. 

After  discussion  a(  the\natter  with  the 
distinguished  minority  leader,  it  was 
agreed  that  instead  of  taking  the  mat¬ 
ter  up  today  it  would  be  aoyisable,  in 
view  of  the  development  relative  to  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [MrAMAGNU- 
son],  that  it  be  taken  up  tomorrow. 
That  is  A. 11  that  I  can  offer  in  explana¬ 
tion  atrthis  time. 

Mix  COTTON.  The  Senator  from  N?^v 
Hampshire  understands  the  situation  ii 
regard  to  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
le  Committee  on  Commerce.  I  would 
be  the  last  person  to  object  to  any  con¬ 
sideration  being  given  to  him.  We  most 
certainly  could  not  take  up  a  bill  and 
have  a  vote,  even  on  the  amendments, 
without  the  chairman  present,  and  that 
is  thoroughly  understood. 

There  will  be  some  rather  extended 
debate  before  we  get  to  a  vote  on  the  first 
amendment. 

Even  though  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  MagnusonI  were 
not  present  we  could  at  least  have  gotten 
much  of  the  debate  disposed  of  so  that 
we  could  have  voted  tomorrow  and  those 
who  are  leaving  would  have  been  present. 

Having  failed  to  do  that,  I  should  say 
there  would  be  little  prospect  of  coming 
to  a  vote  tomorrow  at  least  on  the  most 
important  amendment.  Unless  the  vot¬ 
ing  goes  over  until  next  week,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire  will  have  to 
persist  in  discussing  rather  deeply  the 
situation  with  which  we  are  confronted, 
when  the  question  comes  to  putting  the 
measure  back  before  the  Senate.  I  am 
sorry,  but  I  felt  that  in  fairness  I  should 


call  this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the 
majority  leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  appreciate  tt 
statement  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire.  I  feel  certaiiythat 
he  appreciates  the  delicate  positron  in 
which  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
[Mr.  MagnusonI  found  himself 

After  discussing  the  situation  with  the 
distinguished  minority  leader — in  fact, 
it  was  the  minority  leaderts  suggestion — 
it  was  agreed  that  because  of  those  cir¬ 
cumstances,  we  would'  not  attempt  to 
take  up  the  bill  this /afternoon. 

Would  it  be  agreeable  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  to  have  the  Senate 
convene  at  10  o'clock  tomorrow  morn¬ 
ing?  Would  Ufat  help  any? 

Mr.  COTT0N.  No.  The  members  of 
the  committee  who  came  to  the  Senate 
today  either  have  left  or  will  leave  to¬ 
night.  Tnat  will  make  it  extremely  dif¬ 
ficult  tp  take  action  tomorrow. 

Mr/HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Seqator  from  Delaware  yield? 

[r.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
Mr.  HRUSKA.  I  might  also  suggest 
'to  the  majority  leader  that  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  be  proposed  is  that  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Hampshire,  as  I  presume 
it  will  be,  there  will  be  quite  a  bit  of 
discussion.  That  amendment  is  at  the 
center,  at  the  core,  of  the  matter.  If  it 
is  adopted,  I  have  one  idea  as  to  the 
future  course  of  the  legislation.  If 
it  is  rejected,  there  will  be  additional 
discussion,  including  a  motion  to  re¬ 
commit  the  bill  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  for  a  consideration  of  the 
antitrust  aspects.  I  would  not  hold  out 
any  hope  for  a  vote  to  come  tomorrow, 
whether  the  session  of  the  Senate  began 
at  10  o’clock  or  12  o’clock,  for  the  subject 
will  be  an  amendment  to  be  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  can  read  the 
handwriting  on  the  wall. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  would  add,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  distinguished  majority 
leader,  that  the  attitude  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  is,  frankly,  ani¬ 
mated  by  the  fact  that  we  could  have  had 
.a  bill.  The  entire  committee  could  have 
ipported  it  if  we  could  have  had  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  minds.  We  were  expected  to 
make  all  the  concessions;  the  other  side 
wounl  not  move  an  inch.  Therefore,  we 
intenayto  fight  for  this  amendment  to 
the  bitter  end. 

If  it  isNidopted,  there  will  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  aboutNthe  passage  of  the  bill.  It  is 
an  amendment  that  I  am  sure — not  Sure, 
no  one  coulcNbe — that  I  would  predict 
the  House  would  accept.  If  it  is  not 
accepted,  the  bilk  will  very  well  pass  the 
Senate,  but  whether  it  will  become  law  is 
another  matter.  l\lo  not  want  to  get 
into  the  merits. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  through  long 
hours  and  days  the  committee  worked 
hard  to  come  in  with  a  kind  of  bill  which 
would  be  constructive  andwhich  would 
take  care  of  the  problem  that  has  to  be 
taken  care  of,  and  which  would  not  put 
any  Member  of  this  body  on  th^pot  and 
being  pointed  at  with  the  finger  of  scorn 
because  he  did  not  have  due  regal'd  for 
the  consumers  and  housewives',  of 
America.  But,  it  is  insisted  that  we  hare 
a  “going”  issue  instead  of  a  bill.  If  tha 
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is  what\the  insistence  is,  then  that  is 
what  we 'are  going  to  have,  and  I  am 
going  to  start  when  the  motion  comes  to 
put  this  bill\efore  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  will  the 
jntana  yield? 

I  do  not  have  the 


Before  the  Senator  from 


Mr.  HART.' 

Senator  from 

Mr.  MANSI 
floor. 

Mr.  HART. 

New  Hampshire  leave')' 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  amVot  leaving. 

Mr.  HART.  I  wondV  whether  the 
Senator  from  New  Hampshire  would 
permit  me  to  suggest  that  it  might  not 
be  completely  fair  to  says,  that  the 
adamancy  was  on  one  side  onlyS 

One  need  only  review  the  bill  &s  it  was 
worked  on  by  the  committee  to  recognize 
not  only  the  correctness  of  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  rijat 
there  is  a  conscientious  effort  to  give 
one  side,  but  there  was  also,  in  fact, 
giving  on  the  other  side  as  well. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  nothing  in  my  remarks  was 
intended  or  should  be  construed  as  re¬ 
flecting  upon  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Michigan,  or  those  with  whom  he  is 
associated. 

I  admire  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
for  the  dedication  which  he  has  demon¬ 
strated  to  his  bill  during  several  sessions 
of  Congress.  I  was  not  even  suggesting 
that  he  was  not  thoroughly  conscientious 
and  inspired  by  his  deepest  convictions. 
The  fact  remains  that  this  is  a  matter  to 
be  discussed,  and  it  is  a  matter  which 
will  be  discussed  at  some  length.  The 
fact  also  remains  that  we  went  just  as 
far  as  we  could  go — a  long,  long  way — 
and  then  we  prepared  to  go  into  the 
matter  of  the  amendment. 

The  way  it  is  going  to  work  out  is  that 
we  are  going  into  the  matter  with  our 
troops  absent.  That  is  something  I  do 
not  intend  to  have  happen.  However, 
nothing  I  have  said  could  possibly  be  in¬ 
tended  or  construed  as  reflecting  on  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  We  do  not  want  to  have 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  going 
into  the  matter  without  troops  either. 
My  point  was  that  twice  the  Senator 
commented  on  the  adamancy  of  one  side; 
his  willingness  to  give,  and  the  fact  thj 
he  had  given.  Both  sides  have  giveiVon 
this  bill,  and  I  believe  that  the  Record 
should  be  straight  on  it  so  far  ajs  each 
side  felt  that  it  could  go. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Let  me  say,  /  reply  to 
that  statement,  that  no  chinch  or  other 
charitable  institution  coifld  exist  very 
long  on  the  givings  of  th/Sena  tor’s  side 
of  the  committee,  everythough  it  is  in¬ 
spired  by  deepest  convictions. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD/  I  would  hope  that 
the  Senator  would/not  push  his  promise 
to  talk  on  just  taxing  up  this  bill.  The 
Senator  will  reoall  that  when  it  was  laid 
aside  today,  /  unanimous  consent  was 
made  by  tb/distinguished  Senator  from 
Tennessee /Mr.  Bass]  which  was  objected 
to  by  th/Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Mil¬ 
ler],  /The  Senator  from  Tennessee 
move/that  it  be  laid  aside,  and  that  mo- 
tioiywas  agreed  to,  which  automatically 
Maced  the  truth-in-packaging  bill  as 
ie  pending  business. 


The  reason  I  am  asking  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  to  reconsider  his 
position  is  on  the  basis  of  the  fact  that 
both  the  minority  leader  and  I  thought 
we  were  doing  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington,  not  a  favor,  but  at  least'  giving 
him  consideration  to  a  private  problem 
he  had  relative  to  getting  his  wife  down 
from  New  York  in  order  to  undergo 
surgery. 

It  would  be  the  same  if  after  we  did 
this  we  were  faced  with  a  proposal  that 
we  could  not  even  put  down  as  the  pend¬ 
ing  business  what  I  would  have  put  down 
as  the  pending  business  at  the  time  the 
move  was  made. 

Mr.  COTTON.  If  the  Senator  from 
Montana  will  permit  me,  let  me  say  that 
although  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  had  no  knowledge  of  all  this,  and 
had  every  expectation  and  hastened  back 
from  New  Hampshire  to  be  in  the  Senate 
,for  discussion  of  the  bill  today. 

Of  course,  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  and  the  distinguished  minority 
leader  would  show  consideration  to  the 
charKman  of  the  committee,  whose  wife 
will  undergo  surgery.  We  would  all  wa: 
them  t\do  that.  We  cannot  object  /o 
that,  of  \ourse.  But,  that  having /oc¬ 
curred,  and  the  situation  coming/as  it 
does,  if  theNvote  comes  on  this  amend¬ 
ment  before  the  termination  of  /is  week, 
we  are  not  going  to  feel  that  w/have  had 
cur  day  in  courts 

If  we  can  debate  the  bi/ and  vote  on 
it  promptly  next  IHonitay,  that  is  all 
right;  but  if  we  are  giqing  to  be  forced  to 
a  vote  on  it  when  everyone  is  leaving 
Thursday  or  Friday  that  is  something 
which  the  Senator  irom  New  Hampshire 
does  not  wish  tor  have  happen.  Even 
though  it  was  dome  because  of  considera¬ 
tion  for  the  distinguished  clmirman  of 
the  commit/,  that  is  something  which 
I  intend  to/revent. 

Mr.  EBRKSEN.  Mr.  President  will 
the  Sen/or  from  New  Hampshire  yield? 
Mr  ./COTTON.  I  am  glad  to  yield; 
DIRKSEN.  I  understand  tha> 
tiyi'e  are  10,  perhaps  11  amendments’ 
lich  will  be  offered,  many  of  them  clar¬ 
ifying  and  not  all  of  major  consequence. 
But  one  amendment  is.  Would  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  be  willing  to  agree  to 
have  a  vote  come  on  that  one  amendment 
on  Monday  next,  and  to  dispose  of,  in 
so  far  as  possible,  the  other  amendments 
by  that  time? 

I  may  say  that  sometime  before  third 
reading,  I  propose  to  ask  the  Senate  to 
agree  to  refer  the  bill  back  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary.  I  am  prepared 
to  speak  at  some  length,  not  overly  long, 
on  that  matter,  because  I  think  the  very 
amendment  the  Senator  refers  to  now, 
raises  monopoly  features  in  the  non¬ 
price  field  that  dictate  in  the  Judiciary 
Committee  that  we  should  not  only  have 
a  further  look  at  it,  but  I  think  that  we 
should  also  hear  some  testimony  from 
the  Chairman  of  the  Federal  Trade  Com¬ 
mission,  from  the  Attorney  General,  and 
perhaps  a  few  other  select  witnesses. 
That  is  the  reason  for  the  motion  to 
refer. 

Mr.  COTTON.  The  only  observation 
I  wish  to  make  about  the  suggestion  of 


the  distinguished  minority  leader  is  this/ 
These  so-called  amendments  that  are  ,bf 
a  clarifying  or  corrective  nature,  And 
which  he  suggests  we  take  up  the  njst  of 
this  week  are,  all  of  them,  to  that/rtion 
of  the  bill  which,  should  the  /incipal 
amendment,  my  own  amendment,  be 
adopted,  would  be  deleted  fnzfrn  the  bill. 

If  we  proceed  on  the  /sumption — 
which  I  suppose  perhaps/we  can — that 
the  majority  side  has  the  votes,  and  that 
when  the  trumpet  is  blown  they  will  flock 
in  and  win,  I  suppo/ we  can  go  ahead. 
But  I  would  hate  to/ftart  an  honest  fight, 
having  a  deep  conviction,  on  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  I  am  sfnng  to  lose  because  I  am 
going  to  spend /  couple  of  days  sewing  up 
and  healing/  the  cuts  before  I  receive 
them.  No/  of  these  amendments 
would  b/ necessary  if  the  principal 
amendment  were  adopted. 

Mr./lRKSEN.  How  much  time  does 
the  /nator  anticipate  taking  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  bill? 

[r.  COTTON.  There  will  be  plenty 
general  discussion  on  the  bill.  I  am 
'not  trying  to  put  out  any  bait,  but  should 
my  amendment  be  adopted,  I  think  the 
bill  would  proceed  to  passage  as  if  it  were 
on  slick  grease,  and  that  is  all  there 
would  be  to  it.  But  if  my  amendment 
is  not  adopted,  I  do  not  know  what  may 
happen.  I  do  know  one  thing.  If  it  is 
not  adopted,  there  are  several  other  vital 
amendments  to  be  offered.  I  am  sure 
there  will  be  rather  prolonged  discussion. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  If  we  proceeded  on  a 
normal  basis,  starting  at  noon,  having 
the  usual  morning  hour,  Thursday  and 
Friday  could  well  be  expended  by  general 
discussion  of  other  amendments ;  so  that, 
by  logic,  that  amendment  would  go  over 
until  Monday,  anyway. 

Mr.  COTTON.  And  then  we  will  have 
a  situation  where  we  have  a  half  hour 
to  present  a  vital  amendment,  having 
argued  for  hours  on  it  before  an  empty 
chamber. 

It  is  important  to  get  the  matter  before 
the  entire  Senate.  It  is  not  a  minor 
matter.  There  is  a  rather  deep  princi¬ 
ple  involved.  The  Senator  from  New 
impshire  feels  very  deeply  we  are 
notching  into  a  situation  where  we  are 
not\oing  to  have  an  opportunity  to  be 
hearcNon  this  matter. 

If  wevare  going  to  indulge  in  merely 
useless  debate,  we  may  as  well  close  the 
debate  onNthe  bill.  If  debate  we  must 
have,  debat\we  can  have  the  rest  of  this 

PROPOSED  PLANTING  OF  ALTER¬ 
NATE  CROPS  ON  UNPLANTED 

ACREAGE 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage 
which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural 
disaster. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate,  I  announce  that  so  far  as  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  concerned  the 
Senate  can  vote  in  3  minutes.  The  issue 
of  a  time  limit  was  debated  earlier  today 
when  a  one-year  proposal  was  rejected. 
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The  bill  we  are  now  considering  will  last 
for  the  duration  of  the  Agricultural  Act, 
which  is  4  years.  I  offered  an  amend¬ 
ment  earlier  which  would  have  limited 
it  to  1  year.  Unfortunately  that  amend¬ 
ment  was  rejected.  I  understand 
there  were  several  Senators  who  misun¬ 
derstood  that  proposal  and  will  now  vote 
for  a  2-year  limitation. 

Under  the  parliamentary  situation,  I 
can  now  only  offer  an  amendment  limit¬ 
ing  the  period  to  2  years.  Therefore, 
this  amendment  would  place  a  2-year 
limit  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
[Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern],  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore],  and  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Ribicoff],  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Har¬ 
ris],  the  Senator  from  North  Carolina 
[Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the 
Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson], 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Russell],  the  Senator  from  Alabama 
[Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  is  ab¬ 
sent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  ,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from, 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Govern],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Robertson],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge], 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Griffin],  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator 


from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  nec¬ 
essarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Boggs]  is  paired  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Kansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  33, 
nays  36,  as  follows: 

[No.  83  Leg.] 

YEAS— 33 


Allott 

Fannin 

Morton 

Bennett 

Hartke 

Mundt 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Murphy 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Hruska 

Muskie 

Cannon 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Pearson 

Case 

Kennedy,  Mass.  Prouty 

Cooper 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Saltonstalt 

Cotton 

Kuchel 

Smith 

Curtis 

McIntyre 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Miller 

Tower 

Dominick 

Morse 

NAYS— 36 

Williams,  Del. 

Anderson 

Holland 

Pell 

Bartlett 

Jackson 

Proxmire 

Bass 

Long,  Mo. 

Randolph 

Bayh 

Long,  La. 

Russell,  Ga. 

Byrd,  Va. 

Mansfield 

Smathers 

Church 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Clark 

McClellan 

Symington 

Douglas 

McGee 

Tydings 

Eastland 

Monroney 

Williams,  N.J. 

Fulbright 

Moss 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Nelson 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hill 

Neuberger 

Young,  Ohio 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Aiken 

Gruening 

Montoya 

Bible 

Harris 

Pastore 

Boggs 

Hayden 

Ribicoff 

Burdick 

Inouye 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Javits 

Russell,  S.C. 

Dodd 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Scott 

Ellender 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Ervin 

Magnuson 

Sparkman 

Fong 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Griffin 

Mondale 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendment  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  On  the 
passage  of  the  bill,  I  ask  for  the  yeas 
and  the  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is.  Shall  it  pass?  The  yeas  and 
nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
[Mr  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Hawaii  [Mr.  Inouye],  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 


the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Ribicoff],  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Russell],  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Burdick],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd],  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Harris],  the  Senator  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger], 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Robert¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
[Mr.  Russell],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Talmadge],  are  necessarily 
absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  is  ab¬ 
sent  because  of  illness. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Gore],  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Hruska]. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  would  vote  “Yea”  and 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska  would  vote 
“nay.” 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Dodd],  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin],  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Harris],  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Jordan],  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Lausche],  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  South  Dakota 
[Mr.  McGovern],  the  Senator  from  Mon¬ 
tana  [Mr.  Metcalf],  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Mondale],  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mrs.  Neuberger], 
the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr. 
Pastore],  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina  [Mr.  Russell],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman], 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Tal¬ 
madge],  would  each  vote  “Yea.” 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong]  is  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken],  the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Boggs],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  Griffin]  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Hruska]  and  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits]  are  detained  on  of¬ 
ficial  business. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  ,  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  and  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson] 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  is  paired  with  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Boggs]  .  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
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would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  would  vote  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Hruska]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  would  vote  “nay”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  56, 
nays  10,  as  follows: 

[No.  84  Leg'.] 


Allott 

YEAS— 56 

Hart 

Murphy 

Anderson 

Hartke 

Muskie 

Bartlett 

Hill 

Nelson 

Bass 

Holland 

Pearson 

Bayh 

Jackson 

Pell 

Brewster 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kuchel 
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So  the  bill 

(H.R.  15151) 

was  passed. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  I  move  that 
the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments  and 
request  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  thereon,  and  that 
the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Ellen- 
der,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Eastland,  Mr.  Tal- 
madge,  Mr.  Aiken,  Mr.  Yoijng  of  North 
Dakota,  and  Mr.  Cooper  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  my  position  on  the  legislation 
is  very  clear.  I  regret  that  the  bill  has 
been  passed.  Nevertheless,  the  Senate 
did  adopt  one  very  important  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  provide  limitations  on 
such  subsidy  payments.  To  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  this  is  a  very  important 
amendment,  and  as  far  as  I  can  recall, 
this  establishes  an  important  precedent. 

Therefore,  may  I  have  assurance  that 
I  shall  be  notified  when  the  conference 
report  is  returned  to  the  Senate? 

Mr.  BASS.  I  should  have  to  inform 
the  Senator  that  he  would  have  to  receive 
that  assurance  from  the  majority  leader, 
I  am  not  one  of  the  conferees. 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Then, 
may  I  have  it  understood  with  the  lead¬ 
ership  that  when  the  conference  report 
is  returned  to  the  Senate  I  shall  be  noti¬ 
fied  in  advance? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Certainly. 

Mr.  BASS.  Although  I  am  not  on  the 
the  conference  committee,  as  I  have 
stated  here  many  times  today  this  is  an 
emergency  piece  of  legislation.  I  hope 
that  the  Senator  will  be  advised.  If  pos¬ 
sible,  I  hope  that  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  can  meet  on  tomorrow  so  that  the 
legislation  can  be  speedily  enacted  into 
law. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  If  the 
conferees  should  decide  to  reduce  the 
$10,000  to  $5,000  I  shall  support  the  con¬ 
ference  report  because  it  would  be  a  step 
in  the  right  direction.  However,  those 
who  are  interested  in  the  legislation  may 
be  well  advised  to  see  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  retained. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  have  no  advice  to  give  to 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  on  that. 


?AIR  PACKAGING  AND  LABELING 
ACT 

r.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the/Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  (Calendar 
No.  1151  S.  985,  that  it  be  l/id  before 
the  Senary  and  again  made  jdie  pending 
business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  ny  title. 

The  Legislative  CLEjdc.  A  bill  (S.  985) 
to  regulate  interstate  and  foreign  com¬ 
merce  by  preventing  the  use  of  unfair  or 
deceptive  methods  onpackaging  or  label¬ 
ing  of  certain  consumed  commodities  dis¬ 
tributed  in  supn  commerce,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICE®,.  Is  there 
objectioiyto  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill; 

Thare  being  no  objection,  th^ySenate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  which  had 
bcgn  reported  from  the  Committed  on 
mmerce  with  an  amendment  to  strike 
ut  all  after  the  enacting,  clause  ai 
insert: 

That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Fair 
Packaging  and  Labeling  Act”. 

DECLARATION  OP  POLICY 

Sec.  2.  Informed  consumers  are  essential 
to  the  fair  and  efficient  functioning  of  a  free 
market  economy.  Packages  and  their  labels 
should  enable  consumers  to  obtain  accurate 
information  as  to  the  quantity  of  the  con¬ 
tents  and  should  facilitate  price  compari¬ 
sons.  Therefore,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
the  policy  of  the  Congress  to  -assist  con¬ 
sumers  and  manufacturers  in  reaching  these 
goals  in  the  marketing  of  consumer  goods. 

PROHIBITION  OP  UNFAIR  AND  DECEPTIVE 
PACKAGING  AND  LABELING 

Sec.  3.  (a)  It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any 
person  engaged  in  the  packaging  or  labeling 
of  any  consumer  commodity  (as  defined  in 
this  Act)  for  distribution  in  commerce,  or 
for  any  persons  (other  than  a  common  car¬ 
rier  for  hire,  a  contract  carrier  for  hire,  or  a 
freight  forwarder  for  hire)  engaged  in  the 
distribution  in  commerce  of  any  packaged  or 
labeled  consumer  commodity,  to  distribute 
or  to  cause  to  be  distributed  in  commerce 
any  such  commodity  if  such  commodity  is 
contained  in  a  package,  or  if  there  is  affixed 
to  that  commodity  a  label,  which  does  not 
conform  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  of 


regulations  promulgated  under  the  author/ 
ity  of  this  Act. 

(b)  The  prohibition  contained  in  subjec¬ 
tion  (a)  shall  not  apply  to  persons  engaged 
in  business  as  wholesale  or  retail  distributors 
of  consumer  commodities  except  to '  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  such  persons  (1)  are  engaged  in 
the  packaging  or  labeling  of  such  commodi¬ 
ties,  or  (2)  prescribe  or  specify  15y  any  means 
the  manner  in  which  such  commodities  are 
packaged  or  labeled. 

REQUIREMENTS  AND  PROHIBITIONS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  No  pefson/subject  to  the  pro¬ 
hibition  contained  in  section  3  shall  distrib¬ 
ute  or  cause  to  be  distributed  in  commerce 
any  packaged  consumer  commodity  unless 
in  conformity  wijm  regulations  which  shall 
be  established  by  the  promulgating  author¬ 
ity  pursuant  to  section  6  of  this  Act  and 
which  shall  provide  that: 

(1)  The  ^commodity  shall  bear  a  label 
specifying/the  identity  of  the  commodity  and 
the  nany?  and  place  of  business  of  the  manu¬ 
facture^  packer,  or  distributor;  and 

(2) /The  net  quantity  of  contents  (in 
terms  of  weight,  measure,  or  numerical 
count)  shall  be  separately  and  accurately 

Kited  in  a  uniform  location  upon  the  prin¬ 
cipal  display  panel  of  that  label;  and 

(3)  The  separate  label  statement  of  net 
quantity  of  contents  appearing  upon  or  af¬ 
fixed  to  any  package — 

(A)  if  expressed  in  terms  of  weight  or  fluid 
volume,  on  any  package  of  a  consumer  com¬ 
modity  containing  less  than  four  pounds  or 
one  gallon,  shall  be  expressed  in  ounces  or 
in  whole  units  of  pounds,  pints,  or  quarts 
(avoirdupois  or  liquid,  whichever  may  be 
appropriate) ; 

(B)  shall  appear  in  conspicuous  and  easily 
legible  type  in  distinct  contrast  (by  typog¬ 
raphy,  layout,  color,  embossing,  or  molding) 
with  other  matter  on  the  package; 

(C)  shall  contain  letters  or  numerals  in  a 
type  size  which  shall  be  (i)  established  in 
relationship  to  the  area  of  the  principal  dis¬ 
play  panel  of  the  package,  and  (ii)  uniform 
for  all  packages  of  substantially  the  same 
size;  and 

(D)  shall  be  so  placed  that  the  lines  of 
printed  matter  included  in  that  statement 
are  generally  parallel  to  the  base  on  which 
the  package  rests  as  it  is  designed  to  be  dis¬ 
played. 

(b)  No  person  subject  to  the  prohibition 
contained  in  section  3  shall  distribute  or 
cause  to  be  distributed  in  commerce  any 
packaged  consumer  commodity  if  any  quali¬ 
fying  words  or  phrases  appear  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  separate  statement  of  the  net 
^quantity  of  contents  required  by  subsection 
t) ,  but  nothing  in  this  subsection  or  in 
paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (a)  shall  pro¬ 
hibit  supplemental  statements,  at  other 
places  on  the  package,  describing  in  non- 
deceptive  terms  the  net  quantity  of  con¬ 
tents:  provided.  That  such  supplemental 
statements  of  net  quantity  of  contents  shall 
not  inclucTR  any  term  qualifying  a  unit  of 
weight,  measure,  or  count  that  tends  to 
exaggerate  tlfs  amount  of  •  the  commodity 
contained  in  the  package. 

ADDITIONAL  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  The  ^authority  to  promulgate 
regulations  under  tlris  Act  is  vested  in  (A) 
the  Secretary  of  Healths  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  (referred  to  hereinafter  as  the  "Secre¬ 
tary”)  with  respect  to  a^v  consumer  com¬ 
modity  which  is  a  food,  \drug,  device,  or 
cosmetic,  as  each  such  terrh  is  defined  by 
section  201  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  (21  TJ.S.C.  321);Vnd  (B)  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  (referred  to 
hereinafter  as  the  “CommissioV’)  with 
respect  to  any  other  consumer  commodity. 

(b)  If  the  promulgating  author  ity\speci- 
fied  in  this  section  finds  that,  because  oi  the 
nature,  form,  or  quantity  of  a  particular  con¬ 
sumer  commodity,  or  for;  other  good  ahd 
sufficient  reasons,  full  compliance  with  all  the 
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quirements  otherwise  applicable  under  sec¬ 
tion  4  of  this  Act  is  impracticable  or  is  not 
necessary  for  the  adequate  protection  of  con¬ 
sumers,  the  Secretary  or  the  Commission 
(whichever  the  case  may  be)  shall  promul¬ 
gate  regulations  exempting  such  commodity 
from  thMe  requirements  to  the  extent  and 
under  sucrx  conditions  as  the  promulgating 
authority  determines  to  be  consistent  with 
section  2  of  this  Act. 

(c)  Whenever  the  promulgating  authority 
determines  that  regulations  containing  pro¬ 
hibitions  or  requirements  other  than  those 
prescribed  by  sections  4  are  necessary  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  deception  onconsumers  or  to  facili¬ 
tate  price  comparisons\as  to  any  consumer 
commodity,  such  authority  shall  promulgate 
with  respect  to  that  commodity  regulations 
effective  to — 

(1)  establish  and  define\standards  for 
characterizing  the  size  of  a  package  enclos¬ 
ing  any  consumer  commodity,  which  may  be 
used  to  supplement  the  label  statement  of 
net  quantity  of  contents  of  packages  con¬ 
taining  such  commodity,  but  this  paragraph 
shall  not  be  construed  as  authorizing  any 
limitation  on  the  size,  shape,  weight,  dimen¬ 
sions,  or  number  of  packages  which  maj\be 
used  to  enclose  any  commodity; 

(2)  establish  and  define  the  net  quantit; 
of  any  commodity  (in  terms  of  weight,  meas¬ 
ure,  or  count)  which  shall  constitute  a  serv¬ 
ing,  if  that  commodity  is  distributed  to  re¬ 
tail  purchasers  in  a  package  or  with  a  label 
which  bears  a  representation  as  to  the  num¬ 
ber  of  servings  provided  by  the  net  quantity 
of  contents  contained  in  that  package  or  to 
which  that  label  is  affixed; 

(3)  regulate  the  placement  upon  any 
package  containing  any  commodity,  or  upon 
any  label  affixed  to  such  commodity,  of  any 
printed  matter  stating  or  representing  by 
implication  that  such  commodity  is  offered 
for  retail  sale  at  a  price  lower  than  the  ordi¬ 
nary  and  customary  retail  sale  price  or  that  a 
retail  sale  price  advantage  is  accorded  to 
purchasers  thereof  by  reason  of  the  size  of 
that  package  or  the  quantity  of  its  contents; 
and 

(4)  require  (consistent  with  requirements 
imposed  by  or  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug  and  Cosmetic  Act,  as  amended)  that 
information  with  respect  to  the  ingredients 
and  composition  of  any  consumer  commodity 
(other  than  information  concerning  proprie¬ 
tary  trade  secrets)  be  placed  upon  packages 
containing  that  commodity. 

(d)  Whenever  the  promulgating  authority 
determines,  after  a  hearing  conducted  in 
compliance  with  section  7  of  the  Adminis¬ 
trative  Procedure  Act,  that  the  weights  or 
quantities  in  which  any  consumer  commodi¬ 
ty  is  being  distributed  for  retail  sale  are 
likely  to  impair  the  ability  of  consumers 
make  price  per  unit  comparisons  such  au¬ 
thority  shall — 

( 1 )  publish  such  determination  ir/  the 
Federal  Register;  and 

(2)  'promulgate,  subject  to  the  pu6 visions 
of  subsections  (e) ,  (f),  and  (g),  regulations 
effective  to  establish  reasonable /weights  or 
quantities,  and  fractions  or  multiple  thereof, 
in  which  any  such  consumer  commodity 
shall  be  distributed  for  retail/sale. 

(e)  At  any  time  within  sixty  days  after  the 
publication  of  any  determination  pursuant 
to  subsection  (d)  (1)  as  to  any  consumer 
commodity,  any  producer  or  distributor  af¬ 
fected  may  request  /t le  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  participate  in  the  development  of 
a  voluntary  product  standard  for  such  com¬ 
modity  under  the  procedures  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  voluntary  product  standards  es¬ 
tablished  by  £ no  Secretary  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  March  3,  1901  (31  Stat. 
1449,  as  attended;  15  U.S.C.  272).  Such  pro¬ 
cedures  shall  provide  adequate  manufactur¬ 
er,  distributor,  and  consumer  representation. 
Upon  Ale  filing  of  any  such  request  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  shall  transmit  notice 
thereof  to  the  authority  which  has  caused 

•tice  of  such  determination  to  be  published 


(f)  No  regulation  promulgated  pursuant 
to  subsection  (d)  (2)  with  respect  to  any 
consumer  commodity  may — 

(1)  vary  from  any  voluntary  product 
standard  in  effect  with  respect  to  that  con¬ 
sumer  commodity  which  was  published — 

(A)  before  the  publication  of  any  deter¬ 
mination  with  respect  to  that  consumer  com¬ 
modity  pursuant  to  subsection  (d)  (1); 

(B)  within  one  year  after  the  filing  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section  of  a  request  for  the 
development  of  a  voluntary  product  stand¬ 
ard  with  respect  to  that  consumer  commodi¬ 
ty;  qr 

(C)  within  such  period  of  time  (not  ex¬ 
ceeding  eighteen  months  after  the  filing  of 
such  request)  as  the  promulgating  authority 
may  deem  proper  upon  a  certification  by  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  that  such  a  voluntary 
product  standard  with  respect  to  that  con¬ 
sumer  commodity  is  under  active  considera¬ 
tion  and  that  there  are  presently  grounds  for 
belief  that  such  a  standard  for  that  com¬ 
modity  will  be  published  within  a  reason¬ 
able  period  of  time; 

(2)  establish  any  weight  or  measure  in 
any  amount  less  than  two  ounces; 

(3)  preclude  the  use  of  any  package  of 
particular  dimensions  or  capacity  customar¬ 
ily  used  for  the  distribution  of  related  com- 

lodities  of  varying  densities,  except  to  the 
stent  that  it  is  determined  that  the  con¬ 
tinued  use  of  such  package  for  such  purposj 
is  likely  to  deceive  consumers;  or 

(4jv preclude  the  continued  use  of  particu¬ 
lar  dimensions  or  capacities  of  returnable  or 
reusableSglass  containers  for  beverage^Cn  use 
as  to  the  effective  date  of  the  Act. 

(g)  In  N®  promulgation  of  regulations 
under  subsection  (d)  (2)  of  this  section,  due 
regard  shall  beViven  to  the  provable  effect  of 
such  regulations,  upon — 

(1)  the  cost  ofNhe  packaging  of  the  com¬ 
modities  affected; 

(2)  the  availability. of  aCy  commodity  in  a 
reasonable  range  of  p^Aage  sizes  to  serve 
consumer  convenience^ 

(3)  the  materials /use<Nor  the  packaging 
of  the  affected  cominodities\ 

(4)  the  weighty and  measures  customarily 
used  in  the  packaging  of  theNffected  com¬ 
modities; 

•(5)  composition  between  containers  made 
of  different^  types  of  packaging  material. 
PROCEDURE  FOR  PROMULGATION  OF  REGULATIONS 

Sec.  A.  (a)  Regulations  promulgate)!  by 
the  Secretary  under  section  4  or  sectiok  5 
of  this  Act  shall  be  promulgated,  and  sha 
bysubject  to  judicial  review,  pursuant  to  the 
ro visions  of  subsections  (e),  (f),  and  (g)  of 
section  701  of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and 
Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  371  (e),  (f ) ,  and 
(g)).  Hearings  authorized  or  required  for 
the  promulgation  of  any  such  regulations  by 
the  Secretary  shall  be  conducted  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  or  by  such  officer  or  employee  of  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  as  he  may  designate  for  that  purpose. 

(b)  Regulations  promulgated  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  under  section  4  or  section  5  of  this 
Act  shall  be  promulgated,  and  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  judicial  review,  by  proceedings  taken 
in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  subsec¬ 
tions  (e),  (f),  and  (g)  of  section  701  of  the 
Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21 
U.S.C.  371  (e),  (f),  and  (g) )  in  the  same 
manner,  and  with  ^the  same  effect,  as  if 
such  proceedings  were  taken  by  the  Secretary 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
Hearings  authorized  or  required  for  the 
promulgation  of  any  such  regulations  by  the 
Commission  shall  be  conducted  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  or  by  such  officer  or  employee  of  the 
Commission  as  the  Commission  may  desig¬ 
nate  for  that  purpose. 

(c)  In  carrying  into  effect  the  provisions 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  and  the  Commis¬ 
sion  are  authorized  to  cooperate  with  any 
department  or  agency  of  the  United  States, 
with  any  State,  Commonwealth,  or  posses¬ 


sion  of  the  United  States,  and  with  any  de¬ 
partment,  agency,  or  political  subdivision  of/ 
any  such  State,  Commonwealth,  or  posses^ 
sion. 

(d)  No  regulation  adopted  under  thisyAct 
shall  preclude  the  continued  use  of  re 
able  or  reusable  glass  containers  for  be/e  rages 
in  inventory  or  with  the  trade  as  qy  the  ef¬ 
fective  date  of  this  Act. 

ENFORCEMENT 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Any  consumed  commodity 

which  is  a  food,  drug,  devi/e,  or  cosmetic, 
as  each  such  term  is  defin/6  by  section  201 
of  the  Federal  Food,  Drug / and  Cosmetic  Act 
(21  U.S.C.  321),  and  which  is  introduced  or 
delivered  for  introduction  into  commerce  in 
violation  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
or  the  regulations  issued  pursuant  to  this 
Act,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  misbranded  with¬ 
in  the  meaning  m  chapter  III  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  ana  Cosmetic  Act,  but  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  303  of  that  Act  (21  U.S.C. 
333)  shall  have  no  application  to  any  viola¬ 
tion  of  section  3  of  this  Act. 

(b)  Any  violation  of  any  of  the  provisions 
of  this/Act,  or  the  regulations  issued  pur- 
suantiriio  this  Act,  with  respect  to  any  con¬ 
sumer  commodity  which  is  not  a  food,  drug, 
dejn.ee,  or  cosmetic,  shall  constitute  an  un- 

iur  or  deceptive  act  or  practice  in  com- 
lerce  in  violation  of  section  5(a)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Trade  Commission  Act  and  shall  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  enforcement  under  section  5(b)  of 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act. 

(c)  In  the  case  of  any  imports  into  the 
United  States  of  any  consumer  commodity 
covered  by  this  Act,  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tions  4  and  5  of  this  Act  shall  be  enforced 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  pursuant  to 
section  801  (a)  and  (b)  of  the  Federal  Food, 
Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (21  U.S.C.  381). 

REPORTS  TO  THE  CONGRESS 

Sec.  8.  Each  officer  or  agency  required  or 
authorized  by  this  Act  to  promulgate  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  packaging  or  labeling  of  any 
consumer  commodity,  or  to  participate  in 
the  development  of  voluntary  product  stand¬ 
ards  with  respect  to  any  consumer  com¬ 
modity  under  procedures  referred  to  in  sec¬ 
tion  5(e)  of  this  Act,  shall  transmit  to  the 
Congress  in  January  of  each  year  a  report 
containing  a  full  and  complete  description 
of  the  activities  of  that  officer  or  agency  for 
the  administration  and  enforcement  of  this 
Act  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year. 

COOPERATION  WITH  STATE  AUTHORITIES 

Sec.  9.  (a)  A  copy  of  each  regulation  pro¬ 
mulgated  under  this  Act  shall  be  trans- 
Lmitted  promptly  to  the  Secretary  of  Com- 
lerce,  who  shall  (1)  transmit  copies  thereof 
tdyall  appropriate  State  officers  and  agen¬ 
cies.  and  (2)  furnish  to  such  State  officers 
and\cencies  information  and  assistance  to 
promote  to  the  greatest  practicable  extent 
uniformity  in  State  and  Federal  regulation 
of  the  labeling  of  consumer  commodities. 

(b)  Nothing  contained  in  this  section  shall 
be  construed\o  impair  or  otherwise  interfere 
with  any  program  carried  into  effect  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
under  the  provisions  of  law  in  cooperation 
with  State  governments  or  agencies,  instru¬ 
mentalities,  or  political  subdivisions  thereof. 

DEFINmONS 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purpose  of  this  Act — 

(a)  The  term  “consume\commodity”,  ex¬ 
cept  as  otherwise  specifically  provided  by 
this  subsection,  means  any  food,  drug,  device, 
or  cosmetic  (as  those  terms  are  defined  by 
the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act), 
and  any  other  article,  product,  or  commodity 
of  any  kind  or  class  which  is  customarily 
produced  or  distributed  for  sale  through  re¬ 
tail  sales  agencies  or  instrumentalities  for 
consumption  by  individuals,  or  use  by  ir 
viduals  for  purposes  of  personal  care  or  in  t)\e 
performance  of  services  ordinarily  rendere 
within  the  household,  and  which  usually  is  ’ 
consumed  or  expended  in  the  course  of  such 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  fair  packaging-labeling  bill.  \House  Rules  Committee 

cleared  food- for- freedom  bill  and  bill  to  increase  number  of\ supergrade  positions. 
House  committee  reported  bills  to  authorize  Secretary  "to  estimate  parity  price 
for  1966"  and  to  c/ntinue  provision  on  notifying  of  tobacco-alLptment  leases. 


HOUSE 


PARITY/PRICES .  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendmenf\H. 
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"to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  estimate  parity\price  for 


19^6"  (H.  Rept.  1605).  p.  ll6ii0 

2.  /)BACC0.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  15124, "To 

continue  the  provision  modifying  the  requirement  that  copies  of  tobacco-allot¬ 
ment  leases  be  filed  with  the  county  committee  within  a  certain  time  (H.  Rej 
1606).  p.  11640 
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3.\ 


4. 


5. 


6. 


RULES  COMMITTEE  reported  resolutions  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  14929,  the  f#od- 

\for- freedom  bill;  H.  R.  14019,  to  authorize  additional  foreign  public  bui] 
fogs;  and  H.  R.  14025,  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act.  p.  11640 

PERSCtoJEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with .dmend- 
mentsXS.  2393,  to  increase  the  number  of  positions  authorized  at  GS/16 ,  GS-17, 
and  GS\8  (H.  Rept.  1604).  p.  11640 

The  Pdst  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted  to  report  (bht  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  1495,  to  permit  variation  of  the  40-hour  w^kweek  of  Fede¬ 
ral  employee^  for  educational  purposes,  p,  D485 

PUBLIC  DEBT.  Th^  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  without/amendment  H.  R. 
15202,  to  provid^  for  a  temporary  increase  in  the  public/oebt  limit  (H.  Rept. 
1607).  p.  11640 

RECLAMATION.  The  conferees  on  S,  602,  to  broaden  the/scope  of  the  Small  Recla¬ 
mation  Projects  Act,  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  the  bill.  p.  D486 


7.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural 
disaster,  p.  11550 
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8.  LIBRARY  SERVICES.  Passed,  336-2\as  reported  H.  R.  14050,  to  extend  and  amend 

the  Library  Services  and  Construction  Act.  pp.  11554-84 

9.  RECREATION.  Rep.  Tupper  inserted  an  Article,  "The  Great  Joys  of  Camping."  pp. 

11597-8 


10.  VETERINARY  CORPS.  Reps.  Arends 
nary  Corps,  including  its  work, 
11637-8 


fd  Price  \pmmended  the  work  of  the  Army  Veteri- 
>n  food,  on^its  50th  anniversary,  pp.  11598-9, 


11.  TRANSPORTATION.  Rep.  Young/r  inserted  an  art iclV  predicting  that  "containeriza¬ 

tion"  will  revolutionize /the  transportation  industry,  pp.  11599-60  / 

12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Reuss  inserted  a  speech  by  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  Fowler, 

"The  Year  1966:  Year  of  Decision  and  of  Opportunity  for  International  Economic 
Cooperation."  pp./11627-31 

13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Majority  Leader  Albert  announced  the  program  for  next  week: 

Mon. ,  Consent  Calendar  and  various  bills  on  suspension  of  the  rules,  including 
statute  of  limitations,  additional  supergrades,  and  amendmentNof  the  Tort 
Claims  Act^/Tues. ,  Private  Calendar  and  legislative  appropriation  bill;  Wed. 
and  balance  of  week,  debt-limit  increase,  defense-production  extension,  and 
food-foy^freedom  bill.  Rep.  Albert  also  said:  "I  would  say... I  tlriok  it  is  99 
percent/ at  this  time  that  when  we  adjourn  on. .. Thursday ,  June  30,  we^will  have 
a  vacation  to  Monday,  July  11."  p.  11585 

14.  ADJ0URNED  until  Mon. ,  June  6.  p.  11639 


SENATE 


IX.  FISHERIES,  The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  J.  Res.  29,  to 
direct  the  Bureau  of  Commercial  Fisheries  to  conduct  a  survey  of  the  marine 
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House  of  Representatives 


The  Hou$e  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered\he  following  prayer: 

For  this  causbH  bow  my  knees  unto  the 
Father  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  of  whom 
the  whole  family  hi  heaven  and,  earth  is 
named,  that  He  would  grant  you,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  riches  of\His  glory,  to  be 
strengthened  with  might  by  His  spirit  in 
the  inner  man.  Ephesians  3 :  14-16. 

Eternal  God,  our  FatherVwhose  mercy 
surrounds  us  all  our  days\and  whose 
spirit  is  ever  seeking  entrance  into  our 
hearts,  grant  that  in  this  moment  of 
prayer  we  may  be  conscious  of  Thy  pres¬ 
ence,  may  receive  the  ministry  0’S.  Thy 
grace,  and  may  be  strengthened  to  obey 
Thy  commandments  and  to  do  Thy  wijl. 

We  confess  that  time  and  again 
have  yielded  to  the  temptation  to  become^ 
discouraged  and  to  worry  about  many 
things.  Grant  us  even  now  a  deeper 
experience  of  Thy  holy  spirit  that  we 
may  know  we  do  not  stand  alone,  that 
Thou  art  ever  with  us  giving  us  wisdom, 
courage,  and  steadfast  faith  for  every 
need  and  for  every  experience. 

Bless  Thou  our  Nation — these  leaders 
and  our  people — together  may  we  be 
strengthened  with  might  by  Thy  spirit  in 
the  inner  man,  through  Jesus  Christ,  our 
Lord.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr. 
Arrington,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  passed  without 
amendment  bills  of  the  House  of  the  foly 
lowing  titles : 

H.R.  10451.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  transfer  certain  lands 
in  the  State  of  Colorado  to  the  Depa/ment 
of  Agriculture  for  recreation  development, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.R.  10476.  An  act  to  retrocede  >6  the  State 
of  Kansas  concurrent  jurisdiction  over 
Haskell  Institute;  and 

H.R.  12264.  An  act  to  declare  that  99.84 
acres  of  Government-ownau  land  acquired 
for  Indian  administrative  purposes  is  held 
by  the  United  States  in  Crust  for  the  Apache 
Tribe  of  the  Mescalero  Reservation. 

The  message  als6  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  bids  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  titles/ 

H.R.  1043/  An  act  to  declare  that  certain 
federally  «uvned  land  is  held  by  the  United 
States  ii /  trust  for  the  Minnesota  Chippewa 
Tribe;  /nd 

H.^f  15151.  An  act  to  permit  the  planting 
of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  un¬ 
platted  because  of  a  natural  disaster. 


Thursday,  June  2,  1966 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  entitled  “An  act  to 
permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on 
acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a 
natural  disaster,”  requests  a  conference 
with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  East- 
land,  Mr.  Talmadge,  Mr.  Aiken,  Mr. 
Young  of  North  Dakota,  and  Mr.  Cooper 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  254)  entitled 
“An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the/ 
Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  mail 
tain  the  Tualatin  Federal  reclamation 
project,  Oregon,  and  for  other  purposes,” 
Requests  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two /Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr. 
Anderson,  Mi'.  Church,  Mr.  k/chel,  and 
Mr.  Jordan  of  Idaho  to  be  the  conferees 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  hachnassed  bills/of  the  following 
titles,  in  winch  the  9/ncurrence  of  the 
House  is  requested : 

S.  2595.  An  acre t/  place  in  trust  status 
certain  lands  on  Wind  River  Indian  Res¬ 
ervation  in  WyonUngvand 

S.  2948.  An  aav  to  set  aside  certain  lands 
in  Montana  fjar  the  Indians  of  the  Confed¬ 
erated  Salisja  and  KootHnai  Tribes  of  the 
Flathead  Observation,  Montana. 


IMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

ABBITT.  Mr.  Speaker ,  I  ask 
u/mimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
m  Agriculture  may  have  until  midnight 
'tonight  to  file  its  report  on  H.R.  15124. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objectio\  it 
is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 


CORRECTION  OF  VOTE 

Mr.  ABBITT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
call  106  I  am  recorded  as  voting  “nay.” 
Actually  I  was  not  present  and  did  not 
vote,  but  I  was  paired  as  being  for  the 
motion.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  permanent  Record  and  Journal  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


Deal  and  continuing  through  President 
Truman’s  Fair  Deal/ President  Ken¬ 
nedy’s  New  Frontier/and,  now  today,  in 
the  midst  of  President  Johnson’s  Great 
Society,  each  ana  every  time  we,  as 
Democrats,  passed  legislation  to  help 
those  Americans  who  could  not  help 
themselves  because  of  lack  of  education 
or  poor  health  or  bad  housing  or  old  age, 
our  Repujnican  critics  cried  out  that  we 
were  pi/noting  the  welfare  state.  To 
me  thg  hallmark  of  each  piece  of  pro¬ 
gressive  social  legislation  is  the  fact  that 
the/Federal  Government  is  doing  some¬ 
thing  for  the  American  citizen  that  the 
American  citizen  could  not  do  for  him- 
rself.  To  my  mind,  this  is  not  promoting 
the  welfare  state.  However,  under  the 
leadership  of  its  Republican  Governor, 
New  York  State  has  enacted  into  law  the 
first  piece  of  true  welfare  state  legislation 
by  taking  advantage  of  a  supposed  loop¬ 
hole  in  title  19  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1965.  The  Republican 
administration  proposes  to  provide  free 
medical  attention  for  employed  Ameri¬ 
cans  earning  $7,500  to  $8,000  a  year. 
Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  man  earning  that 
much  is  either  receiving  hospital  and 
medical  insurance  from  his  employer  or 
can  afford  to  buy  it  himself.  New  York 
State  is  telling  its  citizens,  even  though 
we  know  you  can  take  care  of  yourself, 
don’t  worry,  big  brother  will  do  it  for  you. 
That  type  of  thinking  is  the  welfare  state 
and  to  that  I  am  unalterably  opposed. 


A  WELFARE  STATE  IN  NEW  YORK 

(Mr.  RESNICK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  RESNICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  starting 
in  the  days  of  President  Roosevelt’s  New 


COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations  may  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow,  June  3,  to  file  a  privi¬ 
leged  report  on  the  legislative  branch 
appropriation  bill  for  fiscal  year  1967. 

Mr.  LANGEN  reserved  all  points  of 
order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
t\e  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas? 
rere  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  inay  be  permitted  to  sit  dur¬ 
ing  general  debate  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  tn^  gentleman  from  Lou¬ 
isiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

SOFT  LANDING  OF  "SURVEYOR  ON 
THE  MOOI 

(Mr.  PUCINSKI  asked  a)f*  vas  given 
permission  to  address  the  ]  use  for  1 
minute,  and  to  revise  and  ex  jd  his  re¬ 
marks.) 
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PUCINSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sure,  the  entire  United  States  and  the 
whole  free  world — indeed,  the  entire 
worldXrej oices  at  the  spectacular  suc¬ 
cess  that  we  scored  last  night  in  our 
soft  landing  by  the  U.S.  Surveyor  on  the 
moon. 

Certainly  \his  shows  the  monumental 
effort  that  is  losing  made  by  this  country 
to  keep  up  with,  the  whole  space  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  am  sure  it  is  a  "feat  that  deserves  the 
highest  commendation  of  all  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  for  the  wonderful  scientists 
of  ours,  and  all  the  people  who  are  in¬ 
volved  in  this  project. 

This  certainly  brings  closer  the  day 
when  the  United  States  is  gspng  to  land 
men  of  the  moon. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker, \vill  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  yield  to  thdygen- 
tleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BOGGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wohjd 
like  to  commend  the  gentleman  for 
statement  he  is  making  about  the  ac¬ 
complishment  of  our  fine  space  team  in 
effecting  a  soft  landing  on  the  moon. 

This  is  a  great  tribute  to  the  genius  of 
the  people  working  in  that  program,  and 
to  the  determination  of  our  Government 
to  see  that  we  are  first  in  space. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  has  made  a 
very  fine  statement. 

This  is  a  historic  day  for  our  country. 

Mr.  PUCINSKI.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  all  agree  that  we 
Americans  can  weigh  our  successes  and 
our  failures  wisely.  We  have  had  some 
setbacks,  but  when  all  the  chips  are 
down  and  the  score  is  written,  nobody 
can  quarrel  with  the  tremendous  con¬ 
tribution  of  the  United  States  in  this 
whole  space  program. 

I  am  sure  I  speak  for  all  Members  of 
the  Congress  when  I  salute  every  indi¬ 
vidual  who  played  a  role  in  this  mag¬ 
nificent  achievement  early  this  morning. 

CALL  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fal¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  Jmeir 
names : 

[Roll  NO.  122] 

Dawson 
Dickinson 


Abernethy 

Andrews, 


George  W.  Dyal 


Ayres 

Edwards,  Ala. 

Holland 

Berry 

Edwards,  La.  . 

Arwin 

Blatnik 

Ellsworth  / 

Jonas 

Bolton 

Evins,  Tenn/ 

Jones,  N.C. 

Brown,  Calif. 

Farnum  / 

Karth 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Fisher  / 

Keith 

Burton,  Calif. 

Flood  / 

Landrum 

Cameron 

Flynt  / 

Leggett 

Carey 

Foley 

McEwen 

Celler 

Fraser 

Martin,  Ala. 

Chamberlain 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Clark 

Oarmatz 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Clawson,  Del 

/lonzalez 

Matsunaga 

Cohelan  / 

'  Hagan,  Ga. 

Miller 

Colmer  / 

Harnna 

Mills 

Conable  / 

Hansen,  Idaho 

Mink 

Craley  / 

Hansen,  Wash. 

Minshall 

Daddari a 

Hardy 

Morrison 

Morton,  Md. 

Roncalio 

Toll 

Moss 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Trimble 

Murray 

Scott 

Tupper 

O’Brien 

Senner 

Vivian 

Passman 

Shriver 

Watson 

Pelly 

Sickles 

Whitten 

Pool 

Sikes 

Williams 

Powell 

Slack 

Willis 

Randall 

Stafford 

Wilson, 

Rees 
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The  SRB^KER.  On  this  rolleall  336 
Members  baye  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


PLANTING  OF  ALTERNATE  CROPS 
ON  ACREAGE  UNPLANTED  BE¬ 
CAUSE  OF  A  NATURAL  DISASTER 

Mr.  J ONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
the  Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.R.  15151) 
to  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops 
on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because 
of  a  natural  disaster,  with  a  Senate 
amendment  thereto,  disagree  to  the 
Senate  amendment,  and  agree  to  the 
conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
appoints  the  following  conferees: 
Messrs.  Cooley,  Poage,  Gathings,  Jones 
of  Missouri,  Dagtte,  Belcher,  and  Teague 
of  California. 


SECOND  INAUGI 
LINCOLN — I 


June  2,  1966 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

AUTHORIZING  THE  PRINTING  OF, 

ADDITIONAL  COPIES  OF  HOUSJf 

REPORT  NO.  565  AND  HOUSE 

PORT  NO.  952  (89TH  CONG./lST 

SESS.) 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by /firection 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  call  up  House  Concurrent  Resolu¬ 
tion  532,  with  an  amendment,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  as  follows : 

H.  Con.  .Res.  532 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  conadrring) ,  That  there  be 
printed  for  the  i x/e  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
one  thousand /additional  copies  each  of  the 
House  Report;  Numbered  565,  dated  June  30, 
1965,  containing  Part  III — Sales  and  Use 
Taxes,  Part  IV — Capital  Stock  Taxes,  and 
Part  V— /Gross  Receipts  Taxes,  and  House  Re¬ 
port  Numbered  952,  dated  September  2,  1965, 
containing  Part  VI — Recommendations. 

nth  the  following  committee  amend- 
lent : 

Lines  3  and  4,  strike  out  “one  thousand” 
and  insert  “five  hundred”. 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


^AL  OW  ABRAHAM 
nRSARY 


Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  anHouse  Admin¬ 
istration,  I  call  u y  Houses.  Concurrent 
Resolution  373,  With  an  amendment, 
and  ask  for  its  inunediate  conXderation. 

The  Clerk  road  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  as  follows: 

I.  Con.  Res.  373 

Resolved/by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Sena/e  concurring) ,  That  there  shall 
printed  As,  a  House  document  the  report  of 
the  Jomt  Committee  on  Arrangements  To 
Commemorate  the  One  Hundredth  Anni¬ 
versary  of  the  Second  Inaugural  of  Abraham 
Lycoln  and  that  said  report  may  include 
ich  illustrations  as  the  Joint  committee 
Anay  include.  The  preparation  of  material 
for  printing  and  the  selection  of  an  appro¬ 
priate  binding  shall  be  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  subcommittee  of  the  joint  com¬ 
mittee  on  arrangements  for  the  commemora¬ 
tive  ceremony,  and  said  chairman  shall  cause 
to  be  printed  seven  thousand  five  hundred 
copies  so  as  to  furnish  ten  copies  to  the 
Vice  President,  each  Senator,  each  Repre¬ 
sentative,  and  the  Resident  Commissioner 
from  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  remainder  be 
equally  distributed  by  the  joint  committee 
through  its  chairman  to  the  various  organ¬ 
ized  groups,  associations,  and  such  people 
who  assisted  the  joint  committee  in  the  prep¬ 
aration  and  development  of  the  program. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Line  10,  strike  out  all  language  following 
the  word  “commemorative”  and  insert  “cere¬ 
mony”. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to.  . 


AUTHORIZING  PRINTING  OF  COPIES 

OF  PARTS  1  AND  2  OF  HEARINGS 

ENTITLED  “RECENT  FEDERAL 

RESERVE  ACTIONS  AND  ECO¬ 
NOMIC  POLICY  COORDINATION” 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direction 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  call  up  House  Concurrent  Resolu¬ 
tion  598,  with  an  amendment,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

H.  Con.  Res.  598 

\Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
(the  Senate  concurring),  That  there  be 
printed  for  the  use  of  the  Joint  Economic 
Committee  five  thousand  additional  copies 
of  part\l  and  2  of  its  hearings  of  the  Eighty- 
ninth  Congress,  first  session,  entitled  “Recent 
Federal  Reserve  Actions  and  Economic  Policy 
Coordination 

With  the  flowing  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Line  3,  strike  oCtt  “five  thousand”  and  in¬ 
sert  “two  thousand  five  hundred". 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  concurrent  resolution  was  agreed 
to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  w'bg  laid  on  the 
table. 


TO  AUTHORIZE  THE  PRINTING  AS  A 
HOUSE  DOCUMENT  OF  THETPAM- 
PHLET  ENTITLED  “OUR  FLAC 

Mr.  HAYS.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direct^ 
of  the  Committee  on  House  Administra¬ 
tion,  I  call  up  House  Concurrent  Resolu- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  bills  for:  Screw-worm  eradica\ion.  Extension  of  time  to 
file  tobacco-allotment  leases.  Expeditious  issuance  of  wheat  certificates.  Addi¬ 
tional  supergrade  positions.  Conferees  announced  agreement  on  bill  to  permit  al¬ 
ternate  crops  in  case  qt  disaster.  Sen.  Ellender  intro ducea\and  discussed  child 
nutrition  bill. 


HOUSE 


1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  The  conferees  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit 
the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  natu¬ 
ral  disaster.  The  conferees  agreed  to  omit  the  Senate  limitation  of  $10,000  on 
individual  payments.  pp.  D492-3  » 

-WOPxM  ERADICATION.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  14888,  to  authorize  this  'i^e- 
&rtment  to  cooperate  in  screw-worm  eradication  in  Mexico.  pp.  11647,  ll66\-3 
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TOBACCO  ALLOTMENTS,  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  15124,  to  provide  that  any  lease/ 
>r  transfer  of  a  tobacco  allotment  shall  be  effective,  notwithstanding  faili 
tc*  file  a  copy  with  the  county  committee  prior  to  the  closing  date,  if  com? 
pli&nce  was  agreed  to  prior  to  the  closing  date  and  the  terms  of  the  lease  are 
filed, with  the  county  office  not  later  than  July  31  of  any  year.  p.  11049 

4.  WHEAT  CERTIFICATES.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  15089,  to  permit  the  Secre¬ 

tary  of  Agriculture  to  estimate  the  July  1966  parity  price  for  wheat  in  order 
to  expedite\the  issuance  of  wheat  marketing  certificates  to  complying  wheat 
farmers.  Under  present  law  the  certificates  may  not  be  issued  until  the  exact 
July  parity  price  is  determined,  p.  11649 

5.  EDUCATION.  Passed\  194-89,  under  suspension  of  the  rules,  R/  R.  14643,  to 

authorize  HEW  to  make  grants  to  establish  centers  for  advanced  international 
studies  and  to  strengthen  undergraduate  programs  in  international  studies, 
pp.  11650-67 

6.  CLAIMS.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  V$650,  to  increase  to 

$25,000  the  amount  of  a  claim  which  Government  agencies  may  settle  under  the 
Federal  Tort  Claims  Act.  ppR  11668-70 

Passed  under  suspension  of \he  rules  H.  R.  L3651,  to  authorize  Government 
agencies  to  compromise  claims  up,  to  $5,000  under  joint  regulations  of  the 
Attorney  General  and  the  Comptroller  General/  pp.  11670-1 

Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  H./R.  13652,  to  establish  a  statute  of 
limitations  for  certain  actions  brought  ^y  the  Government,  pp.  11671-2 

Passed  under  ssuspension  of  the  rules  H.  R.  14182,  to  provide  that  when  the 
Government  loses  a  lawsuit,  a  judgmenj/spr  cost  may  be  awarded  the  prevailing 
party,  p.  11672 

7.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  under  suspens/on  of  the  \ules  H.  R.  14312,  to  increase  the 

authorization  for  appropriations'  to  continue  che  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  in  the  Missouri  River  B^sin.  pp.  11682-! 

SUPERGRADES.  Passed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  2393,  to  authorize  addi¬ 
tional  supergrade  positions.  As  amended  in  the  House,  the  bill  provides  for 
300  additional  positions/to  be  distributed  by  the  Civid  Service  Commission,  in 
addition  to  156  non-USDA  positions  which  are  allocated \o  specific  departments 
and  agencies  by  the  bill.  The  bill  also  removes  the  limitation  on  the  number 
of  supergrade  jobs  jmich  may  be  allocated  at  GS-17  or  GS-L8u  pp.  11683-6 

9.  TRANSPORTATION,  Rep.  Younger  inserted  an  address  favoring  establishment  of  a 
Department  of  Transportation,  pp.  11700-4 

10.  FOREIGN  AID.  /Rep.  Pepper  recommended  against  continuing  the  furnishing  of  food 
to  Egypt,  /pp.  11727-8 


11.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
H.  R.  ,15456  (H.  Rept.  1608)  on  June  3  during  adjournment,  p.  11730 


lis  bill, 


12.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Today  the  House  is  to  consider  the  Private  Calendar  an 
the  legislative  appropriation  bill.  pp.  D491-2 
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House  of  Representatives 


^Chamber  Action 

BiltsTntroduced:  26  public  bills,  H.R.  15456-15481;  14 
privatbybills,  H.R.  15482-15495;  and  5  resolutions,  H.J. 
Res.  1158/md  1159,  and  H.  Con.  Res.  673-675,  were 

introduced/s.  Pages  1  1  730-1  1  731 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  filed  as  follows: 

H.R.  15456,  tns  Legislative  Appropriations  Act  for 
1967,  filed  on  Friday.  June  3  (H.  Rept.  1608) ; 

H.R.  6775,  to  prohibit  the  introduction  into  interstate 
commerce  of  any  shipping  container  manufactured  in 
the  U.S.  from  imported  steel  unless  the  container  is 
marked  so  as  to  indicate  theVountry  of  origin  of  the 
steel,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1609)  prnid 
H.R.  13431,  to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  until 
June  30, 1968  (H.  Rept.  1610) .  page  1 1 730 

Consent  Calendar:  Passed  the  followinghills  on  the  call 
of  the  Consent  Calendar:  \ 

Cleared  for  the  President:  \ 

Columbia  River  project:  S.  2421,  regarding  Hands 
within  the  Columbia  River  at  die  mouth  project  in\he 
States  of  Washington  and  Oregon.  \ 

Sea  level  canal :  S.  2469,  to  determine  a  site  for  the  con-, 
struction  of  a  new  sea  level  canal  connecting  the  Atlantic 
and  Pacific  Oceans.  / 

Sent  to  the  Senate,  amended:  / 

Southern  'Nevada  Project  Act:  S.  2999,  to/fepeal  sec¬ 
tion  6  of  the  Southern  Nevada  Project  Act./ 

National  historical  par\ :  H.R.  9599^  regarding  the 
George  Rogers  Clark  National  Histoncal  Park. 

Sent  to  the  Senate  withotit  amendment: 
Additional  Assistant  Postmaster  General:  H.R.  13822, 
to  provide  for  an  additional  Assistant  Postmaster  Gen¬ 
eral  to  further  the  reseai/n  and  development  and  con¬ 
struction  engineering/programs  of  the  Post  Office 
Department.  / 

Passed  ovpf  without  prejudice: 

Screw -worm  eradication:  H.R.  14888,  regarding 
screw-worraferadication  in  Mexico. 

Objected  to: 

Veterans’  Administration  facilities:  H.R.  14909,  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  designation  of  certain  Veterans’  Administra¬ 
tion  facilities. 


Unanimous-Consent  Bills:  The  House  passed  the  t<y&- 
lowing  four  unanimous-consent  bills :  / 

Constantino  Brumidi  bust:  S.  Con.  Res.  70,  authoriz¬ 
ing  the  placing  of  a  bust  of  Constantino  Brumidi  in  the 
Capitol.  / 

Screw-worm  eradication:  H.R.  148#$,  regarding 
screw-worm  eradication  in  Mexico,  attended. 

Parity  price  for  ig66:  H.R.  15089,  authorizing  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  estimate  parity  price  for  1966. 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Aat:  H.R.  15124,  to  amend 
section  316  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 

amended.  Pages  11 645-1 1650,  ll 667-1 1 668 

Suspension  Passage^/The  following  bills  were  called 
up,  considered,  andpassed  under  suspension  of  the  rules : 

H.R.  14643,  the  International  Education  Act  of  1966, 
amended  (parsed  by  a  record  vote  of  194  yeas  to  89 

nays).  /  Pages  11 650-11 667 

H.R.  13650,  to  amend  the  Federal  Tort  Claims  Act, 

amended.  Pages  U  668-H  669 

Pl.R.  13651,  providing  for  collection  of  claims  for  the 
United  States,  amended.  Pages  1 1669-1 1671 

H.R.  13652,  statute  of  limitations  for  certain  actions 
\brought  by  the  Government,  amended.  pages  11 671-11 672 

TER.  14182,  to  provide  for  judgment  costs  against  the 
Unitbd  States,  amended.  pages  1 1 672 

H.R.  No,  regarding  self-employed  individuals  tax  re¬ 
tirement  amendments,  amended  (passed  by  a  record 
vote  of  291  y«^s) .  pages  1 1 672-1 1 682 

H.R.  14312,  ta'increa'se  authorization  for  the  Missouri 
River  Basin,  amended.  pages  1 1 682-1 1 683 

S.  2393,  to  provide  tor  additional  career  positions  in 
certain  departments  andhgencies,  amended. 

\  Pages  11683-11686 

Record  Votes:  Two  record  votes  developed  during  die 
proceedings  of  the  House  and  they  appear  on  pages 
1 1666,  1 1681.  \ 

t  Bills  Referred:  Four  Senate-passed  biHs  were  referred 
to  the  appropriate  committees.  \  poge  1 1 729 

Program  for  Tuesday:  Adjourned  at  4:28  p.m.  until 
Tuesday,  June  7,  19 66,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  the 
House  will  call  the  Private  Calendar  and  consido\the 
Legislative  Appropriations  Act,  fiscal  year  1967;  and 
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S'4357,  die  Bail  Reform  Act  of  1966  (open  rule — 4  hours 
of  debate,  waiving  points  of  order) . 

Committee  Meetings 

RURAL  ELECTRIFICATION  ACT 

Committee  on\Agriculture:  On  Friday,  June  3,  con¬ 
tinued  hearings  qr  H.R.  14837,  to  amend  the  Rural 
Electrification  Act  of  1936,  to  provide  additional  sources 
of  financing  for  the  rural  electrification  and  rural  tele¬ 
phone  programs;  and  FIR.  14000,  and  related  bills,  to 
amend  the  Rural  Electrificsuion  Act  of  1936,  to  establish 
REA  electrification  and  telbphone  loan  accounts  and 
Federal  banks  for  rural  electricvand  rural  telephone  sys¬ 
tems  to  provide  supplemental  financing  for  the  rural 
electrification  and  rural  telephone  programs.  Testi¬ 
mony  was  heard  from  public  witness^. 

D.C.  BUSINESS  \ 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia :  Subcommittee 
No.  4  held  a  hearing  on  H.R.  9876,  and  related  bills, 
to  amend  the  District  of  Columbia  Teachers’  Salary  Act 
of  1955  to  provide  a  new  schedule  of  salaries;  and  TLR. 
10823,  relating  to  credit  life  insurance  and  credit  health 
and  accident  insurance  with  respect  to  student  loansN 
Testimony  was  heard  from  Walter  N.  Tobriner,  Presi¬ 
dent,  D.C.  Board  of  Commissioners  (on  H.R.  9876); 
Thomas  F.  Moyer,  Legislative  and  Opinions  Division/ 
Office  of  the  Corporation  Counsel  (on  H.R.  10823); 
and  public  witnesses.  / 

MANPOWER  DEVELOPMENT  AND  TRAINING 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  Select  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  met  in  open  session  and/continued  on 
H.R.  14690,  to  amend  the  Manpower  Development  and 
Training  Act.  Testimony  was  heanafrom  Willard  W. 
Wirtz,  Secretary  of  Labor.  / 

PROGRAMS  FOR  HANDICAPPED 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor:  Ad  Hoc  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  the  Handicapped  held  a  hearing  on  current 
programs  for  the  hamncapped.  Testimony  was  heard 
from  Dr.  Philip  H.  EJesMarais,  Deputy  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  for  Special  Education  Projects;  Ralph  L.  Hoag, 
Staff  Director,  National  Technical  Institute  for  the  Deaf; 
and  Mrs.  Patrn  G.  Winalski,  Executive  Secretary,  Na-  ‘ 1 
tional  Advisory  Committee  on  Education  of  the  Deaf; 
all  three/of  the  Office  of  the  Secretary,  HEW;  and 
Haroht  Howe,  Commissioner  of  Education,  accom¬ 
panied  by  Dr.  Morvin  Wirtz  and  Dr.  Regina  Goff,  all 
three  of  the  Office  of  Education. 


COLORADO  RIVER  BASIN 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs :  On  Friday; 
June  3,  the  Subcommittee  on  Irrigation  and  Reclaina- 
tion  met  in  executive  session  and  continued  the  markup 
of  H.R.  4671,  and  related  bills,  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  me  Lower 
Colorado  River  Basin  project.  No  final/action  was 
taken.  / 

COPYRIGHT  LAW  REVISION  / 

Committee  on  the  fudiciary:  Subcommittee  No.  3  met 
in  executive  session  and  continued  on  H.R.  4347,  regard¬ 
ing  copyright  law  revision.  No  final  action  was  taken. 

FLORENCE  AND  BEIRUT  AGREEMENTS 

Committee  on  Ways  Jnd  Means:  Held  a  hearing  on 
H.R.  8664,  to  implenfent  the  Agreement  on  the  Impor¬ 
tation  of  Educational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Materials, 
opened  for  signature  at  Lake  Success  on  November  22, 
1950;  and  HT:  Res.  688,  to  give  effect  to  the  Agreement 
for  Facilitating  the  International  Circulation  of  Visual 
and  Auditory  Materials  of  an  Educational,  Scientific, 
and  Cmtural  Character,  approved  in  Beirut  in  1948. 
Testimony  was  heard  from  Dr.  Charles  Frankel,  Assist¬ 
ant  Secretary  of  Educational  and  Cultural  Affairs 
^Bureau,  Department  of  State;  James  F.  Collins,  Deputy 
“Assistant  Secretary  for  Domestic  Business,  Department 
ofSCommerce;  L.  Quincy  Mumford,  Librarian,  Library 
of  Congress;  Leonard  H.  Marks,  Director,  USIA;  Wil¬ 
liam  Benton,  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations 
Educational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Organization;  and 
public  witnesses. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

TECHNOLOGY  iN  EDUCATION 

Joint  Economic  Committee:  Subcommittee  on  Eco¬ 
nomic  Progress  began  hearings  to  receive  testimony  on 
developments  in  automation  and  technology  in  the  field 
of  education,  having  as  its  witnesses  Maurice  B.  Mitchell, 
president,  Encyclopedia  Brithnnica,  Inc.;  Robert  E. 
Slaughter,  executive  vice  president,  McGraw-Hill,  Inc.; 
Launor  Carter,  Systems  Development  Corp.;  and 
Harold  Haizlip,  Basic  Systems,  Inc.  \ 

Hearings  continue  on  Friday,  June  io\ 

DISASTER  ACREAGE  CROPS 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  agreed  to  file  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  differences  between  the  Senate-  and 
House-passed  versions  of  H.R.  15151,  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted 
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because  of  a  natural  disaster.  As  agreed  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  the  Senate  would  recede  from  its  amendment  to 
add  language  that  payments  made  pursuant  to  the  act 
shall  not  exceed  $10,000  to  any  producer. 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  TUESDAY,  JUNE  7 

( All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated) 

Senate 

Committee  on  Agwsulture  and  Forestry,  Subcommittee  on 
Agricultural  Production, ^Marketing,  and  Stabilization  of  Prices, 
executive,  on  S.  2921,  proposed  Children’s  Special  Milk  Act,  and 
H.R.  12322,  proposed  Cotton  Research  and  Promotion  Act, 
xo  a.m.,  324  Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Commerce,  executive,  on  S.  3005,  highway 
safety  bill,  and  on  pending  legislation  to  regulate  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of  dogs  and  cats  intended  for  u^e  for  experimental  pur¬ 
poses,  9:30  a.m.,  5112  New  Senate  Omre:  Building. 

Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Subcommittee,  on  the  status 
of  the  American  merchant  marine,  10  a.m.,\§iio  New  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  executive\on  pending 
foreign  aid  authorizations  bills,  10  a.m.,  room  S-i  iK  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  executive\on  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10  a.m.,  3302  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Antitrust  and  Monopoly\Sub- 
committee,  to  continue  hearings  on  international  aspects\p£ 
antitrust,  10  a.m.,  1318  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Administrative  Practice  and  Procedure, 
resume  hearings  on  invasions  of  privacy,  to  receive  testimony 
on  industrial  espionage,  10  a.m.,  3110  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Constitutional  Rights  Subcommittee,  on  S.  3296, /proposed 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1966,  to  hear  Attorney  General  J£atzenbach, 
10:30  a.m.,  2228  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  Subcommittee  on 
Employment,  Manpower,  and  Poverty,  executive,  on  S.  2974, 
proposed  Manpower  Services  Act,  9  a. my/4232  New  Senate 
Office  Building. 

Full  committee,  executive,  on  S.  205/4;  S.  2439,  Sea  Grant 
Colleges  bill;  and  H.R.  8989,  proposed  Federal  Metal  and 
Nonmetallic  Mine  Safety  Act,  xo  a/m,  4232  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Public  JEorfo/Subcommittee  on  Air  Pollution, 
on  S.  3112,  proposed  clean  arir  act  amendments,  and  S.  3400, 
re  disposal  of  junked  autp/  10  a.m.,  4200  New  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Full  committee,  exepfxtive,  on  S.  3052,  Highway  Safety  Act, 

2  p.m.,  4200  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

Committee /on  Agriculture,  to  continue  consideration  of  * 
H.R.  14837;  and  H.R.  14000,  and  related  bills,  to  amend  the 
Rural  Electrification  Act  of  1936,  10  a.m.,  1301  Longworth 
House  Pfffice  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  Military  Con¬ 
struction,  executive,  10  a.m.,  B-300  Rayburn  House  Office 
Gilding. 


rate, 

2216 


Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Subcommittee  on  Real 
executive,  to  consider  various  real  estate  projects,  10  a.: 

Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Subcommittee  No.  2,  to  consider  H.R.  14875,  uf  authorize 
members  of  the  uniformed  services  who  are  on  duty  outside  the 
U.S.  or  its  possession^  to  deposit  their  savings  witn  a  uniformed 
service;  H.R.  12616,  to  authorize  a  dislocation  allowance  for 
travel  performed  under  orders  that  are  lateir  kneeled,  revoked, 
or  modified;  H.R.  5293,  relative  to  allowances  for  quarters;  H.R. 
5297,  to  provide  for  notification  in  writing  within  1  year  after  a 
member  of  the  Armed  Forces  has  conufleted  the  service  required 
for  retired  pay;  H.R.  5256,  to  change  the  method  of  computing 
retired  pay  of  certain  enlisted  metnbers  of  the  Army,  Navy,  Air 
Force,  or  Marine  Corps;  H.J.yRes.  421,  providing  for  appro¬ 
priate  ceremonies  in  connection  with  the  raising  and  lowering 
of  the  flags  of  the  United  .States  surrounding  the  Washington 
Monument;  H.R.  2450,  to  provide  that  members  of  the  Armed 
Forces  shall  be  retired  iti  the  highest  grade  satisfactorily  held  in 
any  armed  force;  M,  3313,  to  provide  career  incentives  for 
certain  professionally  trained  officers  of  the  Armed  Forces;  H.R. 
15005,  to  remove/inequities  in  the  active-duty  promotion  oppor¬ 
tunities  of  certain  officers;  and  H.R.  9916  regarding  the  nomi¬ 
nation  and  selection  of  candidates  for  appointment  to  the  Mili¬ 
tary,  Naval;  and  Air  Force  Academies,  10  a.m.,  2212  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 

Corymittee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  to  continue  consider¬ 
ation/  of  H.R.  14026,  to  prohibit  insured  banks  from  issuing 
Totiable  interest-bearing  or  discounted  notes,  certificates  of 
feposit,  or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness,  10  a.m.,  2128  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia,  Subcommittee  No.  4, 
to  continue  consideration  of  H.R.  9876,  and  related  bills,  to 
xcrease  the  pay  of  D.C.  teachers,  10  a.m.,  1310  Longworth 
imse  Office  Building. 

imittee  on  Education  and  Labor,  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Labor\to  continue  consideration  of  H.R.  14690,  to  amend  the 
Manpower  Development  and  Training  Act,  10  a.m.,  2261  Ray¬ 
burn  Hous&Gffice  Building. 

Special  Subcommittee  on  Education,  to  consider  H.R.  14323 
and  H.R.  14286.  identical  bills,  to  amend  the  Vocational  Re¬ 
habilitation  Act  K)  reduce  the  amount  of  matching  funds  re¬ 
quired  from  the  District  of  Columbia,  10  a.m.,  2257  Rayburn 
House  Office  Buildin^ 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  executive,  to  continue  the 
markup  of  foreign  aid  legislation,  10  a.m.,  2172  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Europe,  'fo  continue  consideration  of  the 
crisis  in  NATO,  2  p.m.,  2255  Rbyburn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations,  Subcommittee  on  In¬ 
tergovernmental  Relations,  to  continue  on  drug  safety,  10  a.m., 
2247  Rayburn  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affhirs,  Subcommittee  on 
National  Parks,  executive,  to  continue  consideration  of  H.R.  51, 
to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  the  Indian\Dunes  National 
Lakeshore,  9:45  a.m.,  1324  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerceg^xecutive,  to 
continue  consideration  of  H.R.  13286,  and  related  billsy^to  amend 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934  to  authorize  the  Federal  Com¬ 
munications  Commission  to  issue  rules  and  regulation\with 
respect  to  community  antenna  systems,  10  a.m.,  2123  Ray 
House  Office  Building. 
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Next  meeting  of  the  SENATE 
11:00  a.m.,  Tuesday,  June  7 


Next  meeting  of  the  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATI 
12:00  noon,  Tuesday,  June  7 


Committee  on  the  Juat&firy,  Subcommittee  No.  5,  executive, 
to  continue  on  civil  rights  legation,  10:30  a.m.,  2136  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  MarineJtnd  Fisheries,  executive,  to 
receive  subcommittee  reports  on  H.R.  *2591,  relating  to  55- 
percent  construction  differential  subsidies;  ENL  8760,  relating  to 
prevention  of  the  pollution  of  the  sea  by  oil;  aqd  S.  2142,  to 
simplify  the  admeasurement  of  small  vessels,  10  a. 01^*334  Long- 
worth  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  Subcommitt^Sson 
Postal  Operations,  to  consider  H.R.  6102,  relating  to  fraudulent 
false,  or  misleading  and  lottery  mail  matter,  10  a.m.,  346  Cannon 
House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Public  Worfs,  Special  Subcommittee  or, 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Program  and  the  Subcommittee  otr'ftoads, 
to  continue  joint  hearings  on  the  use  of  toll  facilities  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Program,  10  a.m.,  aib^^Rayburn  House 
Office  Building. 


Committee  on  Rules,  to  consider  H<R.  13103,  to  provide 
equitable  tax  treatment  for  foreigm-fnvestment  in  the  United 
States;  H.R.  15202,  to  provide  fora  temporary  increase  in  the 
public  debt  limit  set  forth  ip-'Section  21  of  the  Second  Liberty 
Bond  Act;  and  H.R.  1343^ to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  of 
1951,  10:30  a.m.,  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  oiyV  eterans  Affairs,  Subcommittee  on  Hospitals, 
to  consider  national  cemetery  policy,  10  a.m.,  356  Cannon  House 
Office  Bptfding. 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  to  continue  consideration  of 
L  8664,  to  implement  the  Agreement  on  the  Importation  of 
Jucational,  Scientific,  and  Cultural  Materials,  opened  for  sig- 
natuH^at  Lake  Success  on  November  22,  1950;  and  H.J.  Res.  688, 
to  give  effect  to  the  Agreement  for  Facilitating  the  International 
Circulation  ofsVisual  and  Auditory  Materials  of  an  Educational, 
Scientific,  and  Chimral  Character,  approved  in  Beirut  in  1948, 
10  a.m.,  committee  rbs^n,  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 
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parity  price-income  bills.  Senate  committee  voted  t\ report  dog-cat  handling  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  natural 
disaster,  p.  11878 


2.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Passed  as  reported  this  bill,  H.  R.  1/456, 
.ch  includes  funds  for  the  Government  Printing  Office  and  the  Library,  of 
Congress,  pp.  11881-8 
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3.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Hungate  spoke  in  support  of  the  REA  program,  pp.  11906- 

4.  MONOPOLIES.  Rep.  Patman  commended  the  Supreme  Court's  decision  in  the  Von's 

Grocefcy  Case  and  asked  strong  enforcement  of  the  anti-trust  laws.  pp.  1190§« 
17 

5.  PRICES.  Rep.  Curtis  said  all  prices  are  not  up  and  that  there  are  improved 

quality,  wider  distribution,  increased  wages,  etc.  pp.  11920-3 

6.  SOIL  CONSERVATION.  Rep.  Quie  commended  the  work  of  the  soil  conservation  dis¬ 

tricts.  p.  119; 

7..  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  x’Poage  and  others  debated  the  farm  program/^  pp.  11923-30 

8.  PORK  PURCHASES.  Rep.  Qyie  questioned  the  accuracy  of  the  /Secretary's  state¬ 

ment  on  pork  purchases  by  the  Defense  Department  and  inserted  an  article  on 
this  subject,  pp.  11932-^ 

9.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Rules  Commrttee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 

H.  R.  15202,  to  provide  for  a\  increase  in  the  public  debt  (p.  11945).  This 
bill  is  to  be  debated  today  (p.\D497). 

10.  POVERTY.  H.  R.  15111,  the  "Economiq  Opportunity  Amendments  of  1966,"  as  re¬ 
ported  June  1,  includes  provisions  ^pr  enrollment  of  more  women  in  the  Job 
Corps  and  to  raise  the  limit  on  loansyto  /low-income  rural  families  from  $2,500 
to  $3,000. 


11.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen,  Proxmire  inserted  a  statemWit  by  Sen,  Inouye  commending 

S.  2921,  the  Proxmire  school  milk  bill.  pp.  11347-8 

12.  FISHERY  RESOURCES.  Passed  as/reported  S.  J.  Res.  29,  to  direct  the  Interior 

Department  to  survey  the  cpastal  and  fresh-water  commercial  fishery  resources, 
pp.  11850-1 

13.  WATER  RESEARCH.  Sen.  Mdnroney  inserted  James  M.  Quigley^s  statement  at  the 

dedication  ceremonies7 for  the  Kerr  Water  Research  Center\in  Okla.  pp.  11854-6 

14.  PACKAGING;  LABELINp^  Continued  debate  on  S.  985,  the  fair  packaging  and  label¬ 

ing  bill.  p.  11869 

15.  RESEARCH  ANIMALS.  The  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  drd  not  actually 

report)  H.  It.  13881,  to  regulate  the  transportation,  sale,  and  handling  of 
dogs  and  pats  intended  to  be  used  for  experimental  purposes.  p.  D496 

16.  MILK;  CpTTON;  PARITY,  A  subcommittee  of  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee 

approved  for  full  committee  action  S.  2921,  the  Proxmire  school  milk  bjhu.; 

12322,  the  cotton  promotion  bill;  and  S.  Con.  Res.  88,  to  make  it  expli¬ 
cit  that  the  parity  price  and  income,  goal  for  agriculture  shall  be  binding\on 
ill  Government  agencies.  p.  D495 


89th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  )  (  No.  1611 


PERMITTING  THE  PLANTING  OF  ALTERNATE  CROPS  ON 
ACREAGE  WHICH  IS  UNPLANTED  BECAUSE  OF  A  NAT¬ 
URAL  DISASTER 


June  7,  1966. — Ordered  to  be  printed. 


Mr.  Cooi,ey,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  15151] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to 
permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted 
because  of  a  natural  disaster,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  confer¬ 
ence,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendment. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Paul  C.  Jones, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Herman  E.  Talmadge, 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  H.R.  15151,  to  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on 
acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural  disaster,  submit  the 
following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report. 

The  Senate  added  an  amendment  to  the  House  bill  limiting  pay¬ 
ments  under  “this  Act”  to  $10,000.  From  the  Senate  debate,  it  was 
obvious  that  the  author  of  the  amendment  intended  that  it  should 
apply  only  to  the  authority  embodied  in  H.R.  15151.  However,  the 
General  Counsel  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  interpreted  the 
language  to  apply  to  the  whole  cotton  program,  and  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  destroy  the  one-price  cotton  law  which  was  enacted  last  year. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  the  Senate  receded  from  its  amendment. 
The  bill,  as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees,  is  the  same  as  the  bill  which 
passed  the  House. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Paul  C.  Jones, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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House  of  Representatives 


House  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 
The^Chaplain,  Dr.  Edward  G.  Latch, 
D.D.,  offered  the  following  prayer: 

BeloveaSJet  us  love  one  another;  for 
love  is  of  Gbd;  and  he  who  loves  is  born 
of  God,  and  fc'koivs  God. — I  John  4:  7. 

Almighty  Father,  Ruler  of  the  universe 
and  the  RedeemeKpf  men,  we  praise  Thee 
for  the  life  Thou  hast  given  us,  for  the 
beauty  of  the  world  na  which  we  live,  for 
the  truth  by  which  meh  live,  and  for  the 
love  which  binds  us  together.  Open  our 
eyes  that  we  may  see  thesbeauty  about 
us,  open  our  ears  that  we  may  hear  the 
appeal  of  truth,  and  open  our  Hearts  that 
we  may  receive  the  ministry  of/liy  love. 

Remove  from  within  us  all  bitterness, 
all  resentment,  all  ill  will  and  fill  usWiew 
with  the  spirit  of  joy  and  peace  and  We. 
In  spite  of  differences  may  we  be  of  oh| 
mind,  possessed  by  one  spirit,  motivatec 
by  one  power — to  serve  our  country  with 
all  our  hearts,  to  keep  our  faith  in  Thee, 
and  to  work  for  the  good  of  our  fellow 
man:  In  the  Master’s  name  we  pray. 
Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Joufnal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


Tuesday,  June  7,  1966 

TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HONORABLE 
EDWIN  E.  WILLIS 

(Mr.  CELLER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute.) 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Speaker,  Ed  Wil¬ 
lis,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Louisiana,  is  back  with  us  again,  and  I 
rejoice. 

As  chairman  of  the  Judiciary  Commit¬ 
tee,  I  indeed  missed  his  wisdom  and  his 
counsel.  As  a  friend,  I  missed  his 
companionship. 

We  had  to  “make  do”  without  Ed 
Willis.  It  was  only  “make  do.” 

We  know  that  Ed  has  been  through  a 
great  ordeal.  We  thank  providence  that 
he  is  back  with  us  to  share  with  us  again 
those  qualities  of  mind  and  heart  we 
sorely  missed  during  his  absence. 

There  are  none  among  us  who  do  not 
>el  a  bit  more  fortified  because  Ed 
.lis  is  back.  I  just  had  to  say  these, 
fewNvords  to  let  you  know,  good  Ed,  hoj 
mucnNvou  mean  to  me,  how  much  you 
mean  t\the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary, 
how  much  you  mean  to  so  many  oi  your 
friends  in  this  Congress,  and  hpw  much 
you  mean  t\  the  country. 


COMMITTEE 


'AC  WORKS 


SHOOTING  OF  JAMES  MEREDITH 

(Mr.  FARBSTEIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  FARBSTEIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  like 
every  other  good  American,  I  was  shocked 
and  appalled  to  learn  of  the  shooting  of 
James  Meredith,  yesterday.  It  is  ironic, 
but  significant,  that  Meredith  was  en¬ 
gaged  in  his  walk  to  show  Mssissippi 
Negroes  that  they  must  not  be  afraid  to 
assert  their  dignity  as  equal  citizens. 

The  shooting  demonstrates  that  there 
is  still  an  element,  a  cruel  and  ignorant 
element,  that  insists  upon  retaining  fm- 
itself  the  prerogatives  of  racial  /su¬ 
premacy. 

I,  for  one,  am  on  Meredith’s  side  and 
will  assert  that  this  element  y&  doomed 
to  defeat. 

I  say  that  the  sooner  it  recognizes  that 
America  means  equality  fdr  all  men,  then 
the  sooner  we  will  live/fn  peace  and  get 
on  with  our  proper  affairs. 

The  Meredith  shdoting  must  alert  us 
to  the  fact  that /we  cannot  relax — here 
in  Washington hr  anywhere  in  America, 
North  or  Soum — until  genuine  equality 
has  been  achieved. 

This  crime  must  not  go  unpunished. 
The  fonzes  of  law  and  order  must  con¬ 
verge in  this  instance  so  there  is  no  mis¬ 
carriage  of  justice. 

re  protest  of  this  Nation  must  be 
fade  effective* 


on  H.R.  10,  the  self-employed  individ 
ual’s  tax  retirement  amendments. 

Circumstances  required  that  I  re: 
in  the  district  yesterday  and  thus 
unable  to  cast  my  vote  on  th 
-measures. 

If  I  had  been  present,  I  wbuld  have 
voted  for  both  of  these  bills  as  I  am 
wholeheartedly  in  favor  /f  both  meas¬ 
ures. 


was 

two 


GEORGETOWN 
FERS  HONOI 


IVERSITY  CON- 
IN  EDITH  GREEN 


Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI/  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consmt  that  the  Special 
Subcommittee  on  fcne  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Program  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads  of  the  Committee  on Vublic  Works 
be  permitted/U)  sit  during  general  debate 
this  aftem/on  and  during  the  balance  of 
the  weel 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  ryorn 
Illinois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia.  Mr.  Speaker, 
„I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com- 
mittee  on  Rules  may  have  until  midnight 
tonight  to  file  a  certain  privileged  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia? 

There  was  no  objection. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT 

(Mr.  HELSTOSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  HELSTOSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  yes¬ 
terday  afternoon  there  were  two  record 
votes  taken  on  two  bills  which  were  con¬ 
sidered  under  the  suspension  of  the  rules. 
One  was  on  H.R.  14643,  the  International 
Education  Act  of  1966,  and  the  other  was 


(Mr.  O'HARA:  of  Illinois  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minukl,  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks,  a/a  to  include  extraneous  mat¬ 
ter.) 

M/'O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Speaker, 
Mo/aay,  June  6,  was  a  memorable  day, 
a/cl  I  am  happy  that  I  was  at  the  167th 
innual  commencement  of  Georgetown 
University  when  that  great  and  ancient 
institution  of  learning  conferred  its 
highest  honor  on  one  of  the  outstanding 
Members  of  this  body,  one  of  the  grand¬ 
est  ladies  in  the  public  affairs  of  our 
Nation,  the  Honorable  Edith  Green. 

I  had  gone  to  be  present  when  my 
granddaughter,  Vicki  Louise  O’Hara, 
graduate  of  Sorbonne  in  Paris,  received 
her  master  in  science  degree  from 
Georgetown,  a  glad  moment  for  me,  and 
due  to  this  circumstance  I  was  there 
when  a  great  honor  was  bestowed  upon 
the  gentlewoman  from  Oregon  and  a  law 
degree  was  given  the  son  of  my  friend, 
Adm.  Bartholomew  Hogan,  with  whom  I 
had  toured  Africa  when  he  was  Surgeon 
General  of  the  Navy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  extend  my  remarks  at  this  point, 
I  include  the  following  citation : 

The  President  and  Directors  of  Georgetown 
College,  to  all  who  shall  view  this  document : 
gkyetings  and  peace  in  the  Lord. 

com  the  enshrined  wisdom  of  the  ancients 
we  have  inherited  the  norm  of  an  ideal 
legislator,  and  the  touchstone  of  good  gov¬ 
ernments  “The  people’s  welfare  is  the  pre¬ 
eminent  ctocern  of  law.” 

Georegtown  University  today  proudly  and 
gratefully  honors  a  Member  of  the  Congress, 
who  in  a  distinguished  career  of  public  serv¬ 
ice  over  six  successive  terms,  has  splendidly 
illustrated  this  lHeal.  Matters  of  public 
record,  and  of  just'personal  pride,  are  the 
many  salutary  measures  she  has  introduced, 
or  actively  and  successfully  supported,  in  the 
cause  of  civic  and  national  welfare :  Bills,  to 
name  but  a  few,  for  the  advancement  and 
support  of  higher  educatioh:  for  the  en¬ 
hancement  of  labor’s  stature,  hi  justice  and 
in  dignity;  for  liberalized  aid  toythe  handi¬ 
capped,  the  needy  aged  and  ailinfc  for  the 
prevention  of  crime,  juvenile  and  adult,  and 
the  rehabilitation  of  convicted  lawbreakers; 
for  more  generous  immigration  laws\and 
procedures.  She  was  cosponsor  of  the 
islation  that  added  two  bright  new  sta> 
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tdspur  flag.  The  dignity  and  distinction  with 
which  she  has  represented  her  country  in 
international  affairs — in  NATO,  UNESCO, 
and  other  world  conferences,  have  brought 
honor  to.  her,  to  her  native  State  of  Oregon, 
and  to  alhher  fellow  American  citizens. 

Many  ankl  well  deserved  honors  have  come 
to  her  from\her  own  Party,  from  religious, 
civic,  and  academic  institutions.  To  these 
Georgetown  happily  adds  her  highest  token 
of  deep  respect  and  warm  admiration,  nomi¬ 
nating  and  proclaiming  the  Honorable 
Edith  Green,  M.C.  voctor  of  Laws,  honoris 
causa. 

In  lasting  witness  \hereof,  this  formal 
testament  has  been  issued,  under  our  hand 
and  seal,  from  Georgetown,  in  the  District 
of  Columbia,  this  sixth  day  June,  nineteen 
hundred  and  sixty-six 

Thomas  R.  Pitzgera^p,  S.J. 

Secretary 

Gerald  J.  Campbell,  S., 

President. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HONORABLY 
EDWIN  WILLIS 

(Mr.  CORMAN  asked  and  was  give: 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mr.  CORMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
privilege  to  join  in  a  very  warm  “welcome 
back”  to  our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Louisiana,  Ed  Willis.  It  has  been 
my  good  fortune  to  work  with  Ed  on  the 
Judiciary  Committee.  His  competence 
as  a  fine  lawyer,  his  leadership,  and,  his 
great  capacity  for  work,  have  set  an  in¬ 
spiring  example  to  all  of  us.  I  look  for¬ 
ward  to  his  continued  good  health  and 
service  for  many  years  to  come. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HONORABLE 
EDWIN  WILLIS 

(Mr.  RODINO  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Corman),  was  given  permission  to  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.) 

Mr.  RODINO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
join  my  colleagues  in  welcoming  back  to 
the  House  after  his  wonderful  recovery 
from  a  most  serious  illness  our  highly 
respected  and  esteemed  colleague  from 
Louisiana,  Mr.  Willis.  He  has  always 
been  a  source  of  strength  and  inspira¬ 
tion  to  us  all,  and  I  know  that  his  family, 
many  friends,  and  constituents  are  over¬ 
joyed  to  see  him  once  again  in  our  mid 
doing  the  fine  job  for  which  he  is  justly 
famous. 

I  have  had  the  honor  of  working^lose- 
ly  with  Chairman  Willis  on  the  State 
Taxation  of  Interstate  Commerce  Spe¬ 
cial  Subcommittee  of  the  Judteuary  Com¬ 
mittee.  We  have  completed/our  current 
hearings  and  now  under  the  always  very 
able  leadership  and  guidance  of  our 
chairman  I  know  that/we  are  all  set  to 
move  into  high  gear, 

I  extend  my  wannest  congratulations 
to  Congressman  Willis  and  his  family 
on  his  return,  arm  best  wishes  for  many 
more  years  of  s/rvice  to  the  Congress  and 
the  Nation. 


TRIBUTE  TO  THE  HONORABLE 
EDWIN  WILLIS 

(Mn  BROOKS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
lute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
iarks.) 


Mr.  BROOKS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
welcome  back  our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Louisiana,  Ed  Willis.  This  body 
is  very  fortunate  to  have  the  benefit  of 
his  keen  legal  mind  which  blends  admir¬ 
ably  with  his  warmhearted  tolerance 
and  understanding  of  people,  their  prob¬ 
lems  and  needs.  I  couple  this  welcome 
with  the  sincere  hope  that  we,  his  dis¬ 
trict,  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and  our  Na¬ 
tion  may  be  blessed  with  his  presence  for 
many  years  to  come. 
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TO  PERMIT  THE  PLANTING  OP 
ALTERNATE  CROPS 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  submitted  the 
following  conference  report  and  state¬ 
ment  on  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to  permit 
the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acre¬ 
age  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  nat¬ 
ural  disaster. 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1611) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  15151) 
to  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops 
on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a 
natural  disaster,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Paul  C.  Jones, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Allen  J.  Ellender,  — ' ■ 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Herman  E.  Talmadge, 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
•Senate  to  the  bill  H.R.  15151,  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which 
is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural  disaster, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report.  (T 

The  Senate  added  an  amendment  to  the 
House  bill  limiting  payments  under  “this 
Act”  to  $10,000.  From  the  Senate  debate,  it 
was  obvious  that  the  author  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  that  it  should  apply  only  to 
the  authority  embodied  in  H.R.  15151.  How¬ 
ever,  the  General  Counsel  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  interpreted  the  language  to 
apply  to  the  whole  cotton  program,  and  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  destroy  the  one-price 
cotton  law  which  was  enacted  last  year. 

In  view  of  this  situation,  the  Senate  re¬ 
ceded  from  its  amendment.  The  bill,  as 
agreed  to  by  the  conferees,  is  the  same  as 
the  bill  which  passed  the  House. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Paul  C.  Jones, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Page  Belcher, 

Charles  M.  Teague, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  conference 
report  on  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to  permit 
the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acre¬ 
age  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a 
natural  disaster. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
Missouri,  is  this  the  conference  report — 
and  I  believe  it  is — about  which  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Dague]  called  me  and  indi¬ 
cated  it  was  unanimous  and  he  had  no 
objection  to  its  consideration? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  It  is  that  re¬ 
port,  sir.  Also  I  might  say  it  is  a  unani¬ 
mous  conference  report,  signed  by  all  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  and 
on  the  part  of  the  other  body. 

Mr.  GERALD  R.  FORD.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  The  other 
body  has  receded  from  its  amendment. 
The  bill  is  in  exactly  the  same  form  as  it 
left  the  House  of  Representatives. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Missouri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Tuesday, 
June  7,  1966.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  previous  question  on  the 
conference  report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


rATE  CALENDAR 

This  is  Private  Cal- 


The  SPEAI 
endar  day. 

The  Clerk  will  ball  the  first  individual 
bill  on  the  Private\Calendar. 

WON  LOYVjNG 

The  Clerk  called  the  bHj  (H.R.  1822) 
for  the  relief  of  Won  Loy 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  thereb.  objection 
to  the  present  consideration  orrthe  bill? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker^I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bHl  be 
passed  over  without  prejudice. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection\o 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ne\ 
York? 

There  was  no  objection. 
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1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Began  debate  on  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  15151,  to  per¬ 

mit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because  of 
natural  disaster,  pp.  12086-93,  12094-100 

2.  PACKAGING;  LABELING.  Continued  debate  on  S.  985,  the  fair  packaging  and  Label¬ 

ing  bill.  pp.  12022-31,  12061-80,  12093-4,  12100  \ 


3\  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with 
.^amendments  S.  3107,  to  provide  for  a  comprehensive  review  of  national  water, 
^sources  problems  and  programs  (S.  Rept.  1212).  p,  12018 


FOODNSHORTAGE.  Sen.  Mondale  expressed  concern  about  the  world  food  shortage 
and  submitted  an  amendment  which  he  intends  to  propose  to  S.  2859,  th/toreign 
aid  bibl ,  to  provide  for  assistance  in  food-production  development  in  foreign 
countries,  pp.  12019-22 


5.  RESEARCH  ANIMALS.  Sen.  Mondale  commended  various  interests  in  Mifm.  for  get¬ 
ting  togethe\on  a  recommendation  for  legislation  relating  to  handling  and 
care  of  research  animals  and  inserted  articles  on  this  matteyC  pp.  12047-8 


6.  SCHOOL  MILK.  Sen.\Proxmire  spoke  in  favor  of  his  school  mifk  bill,  S.  2921, 
and  inserted  favorable  testimony  of  Rep.  Culver,  p.  120^2 


7.  HAWAII  LOANS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee ytfoted  to  report  (but  did 
not  actually  report)  wic^i  amendment  S.  112,  authorising  this  Department  to 


make  real  estate  mortgagavLoans  on  leased  lands  in/Hawaii.  p.  D503 


8.  PARITY.  The  Agriculture  and  T(orestry  Committee  /foted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  with  amendments  S.  Con.  Res./88,  to  make  it  explicit  that  the 
parity  price  and  income  goal  for  agriculture/7 shall  be  binding  on  all  Govern¬ 
ment  agencies,  p.  D503 


9.  WHEAT  CERTIFICATES.  The  AgricultureXand/^orestry  Committee  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned  H.  R.  15089,  to  permit  the  SecrWary  of  Agriculture  to  estimate  the  July 
1966  parity  price  for  wheat  in  order/co\expedite  issuance  of  wheat  marketing 
certificates  to  complying  farmers,  /p.  D5P3 


10.  SCHOOL  MILK;  CHILD  NUTRITION,  Thi  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  considered 
S.  2921,  the  Proxmire  school  m^Lk  bill,  and  k  3467,  the  child  nutrition  bill, 
and  announced  that  hearings  v^ill  be  held  on  th\  child  nutrition  bill.  p.  D503 


11.  COTTON.  The  Agriculture  ano  Forestry  Committee  atkounced  that  it  will  considei 
H.  R.  12322,  the  cotton  promotion  bill,  today.  p.N)503 


12.  BANKING.  The  Banking  a6d  Currency  Committee  reported  \>ithout  amendment  S.  3368, 
to  extend  for  2  years  the  authority  of  Federal  Reserve  Vanks  to  purchase  U.  S. 
obligations  directly  from  the  Treasury  (S.  Rept.  1215).  12018 


TARIFF.  The  Fin^ice  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  'R.  12676,  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  certain  forms  of  copper  be  admitted  free  of  duty  (sk  Rept.  1220). 

p.  12018  7  x  K 


14.  INFORMATION  Sen.  Miller  was  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  S.  Res.  270,\utborizing 
an  investigation  of  premature  disclosure  of  information  relating  toXfncreased 
production  of  soybeans  and  other  agricultural  commodities,  p.  12031 


PUBL^  LANDS.  Sen.  Mundt  inserted  a  speech  by  Milton  A.  Pearl,  Director \f 
Public  Land  Law  Review  Commission,  on  the  history  of  public  lands  and  plai 
>r  the  Commission,  pp.  12048-9 
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Ministers  of  India  have  repeatedly  declared 
thWr  determination  not  to  manufacture  a 
bomb.  We  want  to  harness  the  nuclear 
energV  for  peaceful  purposes.  But  the  world, 
especially  the  nuclear  powers,  should -not 
take  our\etf -abnegation  as  a  part  of  our  duty 
and  their 'right.  We  should  be  assured  of 
reasonable  Nppe  that  an  agreement  on  dis¬ 
armament  wW  be  signed  and  signed  soon. 
If  the  nuclearSpowers  fail  to  agree  to  both 
non-dissemination  and  non-proliferation,  In¬ 
dia  may  be  forceoSto  reconsider  her  decision. 
Being  a  democraticWiciety,  the  Indian  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  have  tck  bow  to  the  public  de¬ 
mand.  It  can  postpones^  decision  but  cannot 
avoid  it.  For,  unlike  dictatorships,  we  can¬ 
not  ride  roughshod  overVthe  public  senti¬ 
ment.  Being  members  of  tSf  democratic  so¬ 
ciety  you  may  not  only  understand  our  posi¬ 
tion,  but  also  can  appreciate  it.  Where  the 
security  of  India  is  involved,  India  cannot 
rely  on  the  goodwill  of  a  nuclear  Nwer  alone. 
We  are  willing  to  accept- a  multilateral  guar¬ 
antee  by  the  nuclear  powers  through  the 
United  Nations.  Nevertheless,  this  oan  be 
only  an  ad  hoc  arrangement.  It  is  no'eub- 
stitute  for  disarmament.  Security  is  Not 
synonymous  with  protection,  irrespective  \f 
the  might  or  the  sincerity  of  the  protectory 
Real  security,  we  believe,  lies  in  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  threat  rather  than  in  offering  aid 
to  the  victim  of  aggression.  In  a  nuclear 
attack  there  may  not  be  enough  time  for 
rescue.  It  is  no  solace  to  the  victim  of  aggres¬ 
sion  that  the  aggressor  has  been  later  pun¬ 
ished  by  the  nuclear  powers. 

There  is  another  danger.  Nuclear  explo¬ 
sives  are  relatively  cheap.  As  late  Dr.  Homi 
Bhabha,  Chairman  of  India’s  Atomic  Energy 
Commission,  once  explained,  a  ten  kiloton 
explosive — that  is,  one  equivalent  to  10,000 
tons  of  TNT — would  cost  only  $350,000. 

Such  an  explosive  would  be  of  the  same 
order  as  the  Hiroshima  bomb.  Nuclear  ex¬ 
plosives  are  thus  some  twenty  times  cheaper 
and  thermonuclear  explosives  more  than 
500  times  cheaper  than  conventional  explo¬ 
sives  of  equivalent  force.  Thus  there  is 
always  a  danger  of  nations  harnessing  nu¬ 
clear  energy  for  explosives  ostensibly  for 
digging  a  tunnel  and  later  using  them  as 
weapons.  It  is  therefore  imperative  that  we 
control  this  deadly  weapon  while  the  nations 
with  nuclear  potential  are  few  and  still 
manageable. 

There  is  another  school  which  believes  in 
the  dictum  that  “a  conventional  armaments 
race  produoes  instability,  whereas  a  nuclear 
armaments  race  produces  stability:  the 
reason  is  that  one  conjures  up  a  picture  of 
possible  victor,  whereas  the  other  increases^ 
the  certainty  of  mutual  destruction.”  Tins 
view  has  been  advanced  by  General  d’Armree 
Andre  Beaufre,  the  director  of  the  Flinch 
Institute  of  Strategic  Studies,  in  his/book 
“Deterrence  and  Strategy.”  Dr.  Epmann 
Kahn,  a  noted  American  expert,  tanking  of 
the  unthinkable,  has  expressed  thVview  that 
it  is  possible  for  America  to  survufe  a  nuclear 
war.  Thus  there  are  influentifi  exponents 
who  believe  that  nuclear  vreapons  are  a 
stabiliser  of  peace.  / 

This  may  be  a  tranquillizer  to  peace  and 
not  the  remedy  for  thar  disease — and  even 
stability,  I  submit,  is  a f  relative  concept.  If 
it  is  true  that  conventional  armaments  offer 
no  stability,  then  is  equally  true  of  nu¬ 
clear  weapons.  Jz  cannot  be  said,  even 
today,  that  nuclear  weapons  are  the  last 
word  in  weapons  sophistication.  The  nu¬ 
clear  bomb  is/only  a  part  of  a  whole  complex 
of  the  modejn  armoury,  which  includes  such 
inhuman  ^Refinements  as  lethal  and  inca¬ 
pacitating  gases  and  killer  germs — the  so- 
called  Bacteriological  and  chemical  weapons. 
The  invisible  laser  beam  is  already  being  put 
to  hWustrial  uses  and  may  be  soon  tamed 
and  employed  by  the  military.  It  could,  as 
V weapon,  kill  human  beings  without  de¬ 


stroying  human  creations  like  buildings  and 
monuments.  It  could  possibly  reduce  even 
the  nuclear  weapons  to  the  status  of  another 
conventional  weapon.  The  burden  of  my 
song  today  is  that  the  refinement  of  weapons 
is  unending  and  India  strongly  rejects  the 
view  that  nuclear  weapons  are  a  stabilizing 
factor  in  the  promotion  of  world  peace. 

An  idealist  like  Mahatma  Gandhi  would 
perhaps  say  that  we  are  fighting  the  wrong 
battle.  We  should  not  fight  the  bomb,  but 
the  psychological  factor  behind  it,  the  idea 
of  violence  as  an  arbiter  of  disputes  among 
nations.  The  world  today  still  subscribes  to 
the  notion  of  dependence  on  armaments  for 
survival  of  mankind.  The  arms  race,  he 
would  have  perhaps  told  us,  is  a  narrow  one¬ 
way  street.  Since  there  is  no  U-turn,  we 
would  be  certainly  courting  disaster.  So  he 
would  have  insisted  on  a  unilateral  dis¬ 
armament.  But  we,  as  realists,  realize  that 
such  soaring  idealism  would  fall  on  deaf  ears 
in  a  country  like  China,  which  has  flouted 
with  impunity  the  combined  will  of  the 
world  community.  We  have  not  sought  uni¬ 
lateral  action  by  any  of  the  nuclear  powers. 
But  in  keeping  with  the  spirit  of  Gandhian 
idealism  we  have  pleaded  in  the  Disarma¬ 
ment  Commission  that  “since  there  has  been 
^further  technological  progress  in  the  field  of 
ejection  and  verification  and  if  at  all,  our/ 
conviction  has  grown  stronger  that  it  is  d/ 
sirafole  for  the  nuclear  powers  to  take  a  h^ld 
decision,  and  for  the  sake  of  argument,  some 
theoretical  risks  in  order  to  achieve  one'more 
significNt  landmark  in  our  path  of  progress 
towards  disarmament.”  / 

This  is  not  a  novel  plea.  President  Ken¬ 
nedy  took  sW;h  a  risk  when  hod announced 
in  one  of  his  Neat  speeches  at/he  American 
University  in  Washington  that  the  United 
States  will  not  conduct  nuofear  tests  in  the 
atmosphere  so  longyas  othar  States  do  not  do 
so.  “Such  a  declaNtioir’,  he  declared,  “is 
no  substitute  for  a  formal  binding  treaty — 
but  I  hope  it  will  heh»\s  to  achieve  it.”  He 
did  achieve  it.  The  TeHt  Ban  Treaty  is  a 
consequence  of  Pi/ident  Kennedy’s  wisdom 
and  vision.  Tyre  were  Neoretical  risks. 
Today  we  needy  repeat  performance  of  such 
acts.  We  truslz  that  the  nuclear  powers  will 
follow  the  aame  high-minded  pattern  and 
achieve  a  similar  and  satisfactory  agreement. 
For  theser  is  a  danger  that  any  d^raction 
and  deyy  may  only  give  false  excused*)  the 
chauvinists  among  us  who  glorify  wai  and 
to  wlfom  peaceful  coexistence  is  a  crim\ 

We  are  conscious  that  disarmament  cN- 
net  be  achieved  here  and  now.  India  see’N 
/n  extension  of  the  underlying  spirit  of  the' 
Test  Ban  Treaty.  In  a  memorandum  placed 
before  the  Disarmament  Commission,  India 
said: 

“We  consider  it  imperative  that  all  under¬ 
ground  tests  should  be  discontinued  im¬ 
mediately,  either  by  unilateral  decisions 
based  on  the  policy  of  mutual  example  or 
in  some  other  appropriate  way,  while  the 
negotiations  are  going  on  for  reconciling  the 
differences  between  the  nuclear  powers.” 

India  further  suggested  that  the  nuclear 
powers  may  enter  into  another  partial 
treaty  for  the  cessation  of  tests  above  a 
limited  threshold  and  that  this  threshold 
could  be  lowered  subsequently  as  a  result  of 
scientific  and  other  data  and  of  appropriate 
negotiations.  The  scientific  exchanges  were 
suggested  for  the  specific  purpose  of  lower¬ 
ing  the  initially  agreed  threshold.  Thus  we 
do  not  consider  any  effort  to  achieve  any 
agreement,  however  limited  in  its  scope,  as 
too  picayune  in  the  cause  of  peace. 

Two  basic  issues:  non-dissemination  and 
non-proliferation  are  taxing  the  talents  of 
the  Disarmament  Commission  today.  Non- 
dissemination  involves  the  non-transfer  of 
nuclear  technology  and/or  nuclear  weapons 
by  nuclear  powers  to  non-nuclear  countries, 
aligned  or  unaligned.  We  feel  that  non¬ 
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dissemination  should  form  an  important  elev 
ment  in  any  future  non-proliferation  treaty. 
We  do  not  accept  the  threefold  classification 
offered  by  some  of  the  nuclear  Powers — • 
nuclear  powers,  allied  non-nuclear  Powers 
and  unaligned  non-nuclear  powers/as  the 
basis  of  such  a  treaty.  We  recognize  only 
two  groupings — those  who  are  in  the  nuclear 
club  and  those  who  are  not/  The  latter 
would  also  include  the  allies  jpt  the  nuclear 
powers.  It  would  be  improper  for  a  non¬ 
nuclear  ally  to  have  aocess  to  nuclear 
weaponry,  which  a  non-a/gned  non-nuclear 
power  is  denied  by  the /treaty. 

We  insist  that  a  non-proliferation  treaty 
be  signed.  But  we  consider  it  unrealistic  to 
ask  the  non-nuclear  countries  to  foreswear, 
forever,  a  progr.yhme  of  nuclear  weapons 
production,  wheir  the  existing  nuclear  powers 
are  allowed  to /old  on  to  their  awesome  ar¬ 
senals.  United  Nations  Secrtary- General  U. 
Thant  echoed  this  thought  when  he  said: 

“Those  jvho  have  already  embarked  upon 
nuclear  .weapons  development  continue  to 
perfect/ and  increase  their  stockpile  of  nu¬ 
clear /weapons.  On  the  other  hand,  a  grow¬ 
ing yhumber  of  States  capable  of  nuclear 
w/pons  development  will  be  faced  with  ex¬ 
tremely  grave  decisions  in  this  area  which 
/will  have  profound  repercussions.  Respon¬ 
sibility  and  restraint  are  needed  on  the  part 
of  both  the  nuclear  and  non-nuclear  States. 
Decisions  in  the  field  of  nuclear  weapons  de¬ 
velopment  have  a  contiguous  and  cumula¬ 
tive  effect  whether  in  curbing  or  in  the 
broadening  of  the  nuclear  arms  race.” 

Mr.  William  C.  Foster,  Director,  U.S.  Arms 
Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,  seemed 
to  agree  with  him.  In  a  thought  provoking 
and  lucid  article  in  the  Foreign  Affairs,  he 
wrote : 

"In  stressing  that  such  measures  as  re¬ 
ductions  in  Soviet  and  American  nuclear 
capabilities  are  important  if  we  are  to  suc¬ 
ceed  in  dealing  with  nuclear  proliferation,  it 
should  be  made  clear  that  it  is  not  a  question 
of  our  setting  a  good  example,  a  factor  of 
regrettably  little  influence  in  international 
affairs,  but  rather  the  fact  that  we  would, 
by  negotiating  such  measures,  be  giving 
evidence  of  our  determination  to  reverse 
the  arms  race  and  move  towards  a  world 
order  in  which  the  role  of  nuclear  weapons 
would  be  diminished.  Lacking  at  least  rea¬ 
sonable  prospects  of  movement  in  this  di¬ 
rection,  it  is  hard  to  see  how,  in  the  long 
run,  we  can  hope  to  put  any  limits  on  the 
membership  in  the  nuclear  club.” 

Besides,  a  non-proliferation  agreement  is 
basically  an  agreement  to  be  entered  into  by 
S^lie  nuclear  powers  not  to  proliferate  nu¬ 
clear  weapons.  A  prohibition  to  proliferate 
applies  firstly  to  those  who  possess  weapons 
andNherefore  are  in  a  position  to  proliferate 
and  o^ly  secondarily  to  those  who  may  sub¬ 
sequent^  attain  such  a  position.  No  inter- 
national\reaty  is  rational  that  prohibits  the 
acquisitiortshf  nuclear  weapons  only  by  non¬ 
nuclear  po^tfs.  This  is  therefore  unaccept¬ 
able  to  Indiav  Nuclear  powers  cannot  tell 
those  who  are\utside  the  nuclear  club  not 
to  enter  the  cluN  It  would  be  like  a  smok¬ 
ing  parent  advising  his  son  not  to  smoke. 
There  should  be  some  tangible  progress  of 
the  intentions  of  thNftuclear  powers  to  re¬ 
duce  their  stockpile  atod  freeze  their  pro¬ 
duction.  For  the  disarmament  of  unarmed 
countries  would  not  assure  peace.  The 
treaty  of  non-proliferationVhould  be  non- 
discriminatory.  \ 

A  resolution  adopted  by  th\  General  As¬ 
sembly  of  the  United  Nations  on  iflth  Novem¬ 
ber  1965,  embodied  the  hopes  Nd  aspira¬ 
tions  of  the  international  community.  It 
declared  that  an  international  treaty  to 
prevent  proliferation  of  nuclear  weapons 
should  be  based  on  certain  specific  principles 
such  as  an  “acceptable  balance  of  mutNil 
obligations  of  nuclear  and  non-nuclear 
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Powers.”  A  sense  of  equality  based  on  mu- 
tuaKrespect  should  be  the  keynote  of  any 
negotiating  forum  and  more  so  in  the  case 
of  disarmament.  A  spirit  of  participation 
should  pervade  the  negotiations.  For  the 
developing  countries  like  India,  there  is  a 
link  betwedp  disarmament  and  availability 
of  capital  ai^d  technological  resources  for 
economic  advancement.  Disarmament,  then, 
means  more  tlmp  a  matter  of  survival  for 
us. 

This  part  was  'beautifully  expressed,  in 
his  memorable  speehh,  by  President  Eisen- 
however  when  he  sard  “Every  gun  that  is 
made,  every  warship  launched,  every  rocket 
fired,  signifies — in  the  final  sense — a  theft 
from  those  who  are  hungry  and  are  not  fed, 
who  are  cold  and  are  not  clothed”. 

We  have  naturally  develop^  a  passion  for 
peace. 

But  all  this  problem  of  development  is 
beyond  disarmament.  We  have  \o  achieve 
the  first  step) — the  destruction  of.  death¬ 
dealing  weapons  the  torturing  traps  Of  man¬ 
kind.  Mankind  can  and  shall  achieve  this 
goal.  Amazing  is  the  spirit  of  man.  \  “In 
spite  of  innumerable  failings,”  Jawahablal 
Nehru  wrote  in  “The  Discovery  of  India1 
“man,  throughout  ages,  has  sacrificed  hi; 
life  and  all  he  holds  dear  for  an  ideal,  for 
truth,  for  faith,  for  country  and  honour. 
That  ideal  may  change,  but  that  capacity 
for  self-sacrifice  continues,  and.  because  of 
that,  much  may  be  forgiven  to  man,  and 
it  is  impossible  to  lose  hope  for  him.  In  the 
midst  of  disaster,  he  has  not  lost  his  dignity 
or  his  faith  in  the  values  he  cherished.  Play¬ 
thing  of  natures  mighty  forces,  less  than  a 
speck  of  dust  in  this  vast  universe,  he  has 
hurled  defiance  at  the  elemental  powers, 
and  with  his  mind,  cradle  of  revolution, 
sought  to  master  them.”  Man  shall  never 
be  the  slave  of  the  machine,  the  human 
spirit,  I  submit,  shall  ultimately  prevail  over 
the  atom  bomb. 
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Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
interested  in  this  speech  because  imme¬ 
diately  after  reading  it,  which  certainly 
talks  about  the  part  of  disarmament  and 
the  peace  that  would  come  from  it,  I 
read  in  the  Washington  Evening  Star 
yesterday  an  article  entitled  “India  Get¬ 
ting  600  Tanks  From  Reds,  Pakistanis 
Say.” 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  offsets 
some  of  the  implications  of  Mr.  Baner- 
jee’s  address,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  the  article  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


India  Getting  600  Tanks  From  Reds,, 
Pakistanis  Say 
(By  David  Van  Praagh) 

Rawalpindi. — Pakistani  military  /Sources 
say  India  is  in  the  process  of  acquiring 
600  tanks  from  the  Soviet  Union  ajrfd  Czecho¬ 
slovakia. 

The  alleged  tank  shipment,  following  last 
fall’s  Indo-Pakistani  war,  a ,v4  cited  as  the 
reason  why  Pakistan  says  must  rearm — if 
necessary  with  Communist  China’s  help — 
against  what  it  feels  is  gfo.  inevitable  Indian 
attack. 

Experienced  Westerjf  observers  in  this  sun¬ 
baked  interim  capital  agree,  insofar  as  they 
believe  that  it  is  nrot  a  question  of  whether, 
but  when  hostilities  between  India  and 
Pakistan  will  'a/ resumed. 

Estimates  nmge  from  four  months  to  two 
years.  While  high  military  quarters  on  each 
side  clainyrhat  its  army  is  already  back  to 
pre-war  strength,  the  best  military  guess  is 
that  neither  Pakistan  nor  India  expects  full- 
scale  flighting  for  at  least  one  year. 

Ityts  clear  in  Pakistan,  however,  that  the 
Tashkent  Declaration  and  its  spirit  of  peace¬ 
ful  Indo-Pakistani  relations  is  virtually 


dead,  if  they  ever  existed  at  all  as  more  than 
a  scrap  of  paper  signed  by  President  Mo¬ 
hammed  Ayub  Khan  and  the  late  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  Lai  Bahadur  Shastri  in  Soviet  Uzbeki¬ 
stan  Jan.  10. 


“in  state  op  alert" 

Ayub  recently  reiterated  in  an  address  to 
his  old  battalion,  the  Sherdils,  that  Pakistan 
wanted  peace  with  its  neighbors,  including 
India. 

But  he  added  that  because  of  India’s  mili¬ 
tary  preparations,  “Pakistan  will  have  to,  of 
necessity,  remain  vigilant  and  in  a  state  of 
alert.” 

Gen.  Mohammed  Musa,  the  army  com¬ 
mander,  used  words  more  typical  of  recent 
Pakistani  statements  when  he  told  officers 
of  the  Pakistan  Ordnance  Factory  at  Wah 
near  here  that  only  the  armed  forces  stood 
between  Pakistan’s  “independence  and 
slavery.” 

It  is  this  mood  that  is  expected  to  pervade 
the  current  session  of  Pakistan’s  National 
Assembly  here.  A  budget  will  be  presented 
Saturday  that  will  indicate  where  cuts  con¬ 
sidered  necessary  in  economic  and  welfare 
spending  will  be  made  to  permit  greater 
military  spending. 

Pakistani  sources  do  not  confirm  or  deny 
Indian  reports  that  Pakistan’s  army  is  being 
expanded  by  three  divisions  to  10  or  11,  and 
that  Pakistan  has  received  45  to  50  medium, 
tanks  of  Soviet  design  and  two  squadroi 
of  MiG  19  fighter  planes  from  China,. 

Last 'March,  five  T59  tanks  and  four  MIG 


19s  were 
here.  It 


splayed  in  the  Pakistan  Day 
not  known  whether  Pe, 


Each  country  started  last  fall’s  war  with 
about  1,000  tanks.  Losses  suffered  by  each,, 
depending  on  whose  military  claims  are 
cepted,  ranged  from  100  to  250,  with 
tani  losses  reliably  believed  closer  to  the/fat¬ 
ter  figure. 

For  medium  tanks,  India  has  defended 
largely  on  British-built  Centurions  although 
it  has  recently  reported  to  be  ^jarting  to 
build  its  own  medium  tank. 

India  has  received  far  less  Jff.S.  military 
aid  since  1962  to  counter  the/ Chinese  than 
Pakistan  has  received,  so  l/6st  fall’s  cutoff 
hurt  it  less.  Since  1962  Iitaia  has  received 
an  undetermined  numbfnr  of  MIG21  fighters 
and  other  military  hardware  from  the  So¬ 
viet  Union. 

While  Pakistan  charges  Moscow  with  un¬ 
dermining  the  Tashkent  spirit  it  inspired  by 
providing  fresh  arms  to  India,  it  does  so  qui¬ 
etly  and  may  have  asked  a  high-level  Soviet 
parliamentary  ^delegation  visiting  here  re¬ 
cently  for  arjms.  Pakistani  military  sources 
say  limited/arms  have  been  obtained  from 
Iran,  Turkey  and  Saudi  Arabia,  which  all  re¬ 
ceive  V.9r.  military  assistance.  They  readily 
acknowledge  that  Pakistan  will  take  arms 
wherever  it  can  find  them  to  meet  the  alleged 
.Indian  military  buildup. 
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giving  or  seltoig  tanks  and  MiG’s  to 
\xr.s.  aid  cutoff 

What  is  painfully  known  t6  Pakistani 
officers  is  that  there  is  no  present  prospect 
for  the  resumption  of  U.S'  military  aid. 
Since  1954  to  its  cutoff  lasjr  September,  U.S. 
aid  provided  the  bullkof  £tie  equipment  for 
the  Pakistani  army  antoair  force. 

Although  U.S.  ref  us  alto)  extend  more  aid 
causes  bitter  resen  tinenttoit  what  is  con 
sidered  favoritism  tt/lndia,  is  stressed  that 
Pakistan’s  armed  forces  woulcl  prefer  to  con¬ 
tinue  reliance  ojf  U.S.  rather  ah  an  Commu 
nist  weapons 

Pakistan  algo  intends  to  remairito  member 
of  the  Western-backed  Central  and  Southeast 
Asia  Treaty  Organizations  and  sees  n\incon 
sistency  in  receiving  arms  from  the  Chinese 
Communists  at  the  same  time.  One  toigh 
officer/said,  “The  United  States  is  blinc\to 
our Requirements.” 

Pakistani  sources  do  not  say  how  many  o: 
£e  600  Soviet  and ''Czech  tanks  they  say  will 
je  delivered  to  India  have  already  been  un¬ 
loaded.  But  they  report  some  have  been 
seen  on  Calcutta  docks — which  conceivably 
could  block  unloading  of  U.S.  wheat  for 
Indian  famine  areas — along  with  Soviet-sup 
plied  heavy  artillery. 

They  say  the  Czechs  will  supply  225  T54 
medium  tanks  and  the  Russians  will  supply 
225  T55  medium  tanks — both  earlier  than 
the  T59 — ‘and  that  India  also  will  receive  150 
amphibious  tanks. 

The  Pakistanis  also  say  that  the  Indian 
army  will  be  built  up  to  30  divisions  after  the 
present  strengthening  to  22  or  23  divisions, 
started  before  last  fall’s  war,  is  completed 
soon. 

It  is  an  open  secret  in  New  Delhi  that  India 
is  receiving  Soviet-bloc  arms  but  it  is  insisted 
that  they  are  being  paid  for,  a  contention 
that  the  Pakistanis  do  not  dispute. 

SUFFERED  LOSSES 

If  the  supply  of  arms,  however,  approaches 
600  tanks  and  related  hardware — the  tanks 
alone  could  cost  $300  million — it  would  make 
the  Indian  army  a  far  more  powerful  force 
than  it  is  now.  Unless  Pakistan  keeps  up  the 
present  proportion  of  the  two  countries’ 
armed  forces,  this  could  give  India  a  decisive 
edge. 


A'O  PERMIT  THE  PLANTING  OF  AL¬ 
TERNATE  CROPS— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage 
which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural 
disaster.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for 
the  present  consideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  June  7,  1966,  p.  11878,  Con¬ 
gressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  were 
faced  with  a  very  unusual  situation  on 
this  conference.  We  were  advised  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  that,  because 
of  another  provision  in  the  law,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  would  not  accomplish  its 
purpose.  Furthermore,  it  would  prevent 
the  entire  bill  from  achieving  the  pur¬ 
pose  the  Senate  intended,  and  would  re¬ 
quire  drastic  change  in  the  4-year  cot¬ 
ton  program  approved  by  the  Congress 
and  the  President  last  year. 

Last  year.  Congress  enacted  section 
103(d)  (12)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  the  so-called  snapback  provision, 
which  provides  for  cotton  price  supports 
through  loans  and  purchases  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  is  unable  to  make  available  to 
“all”  cooperators  the  “full”  amount  of 
price  support  to  which  they  would  other¬ 
wise  be  entitled  under  sections  103(d)  (2) 
and  (3)  of  the  1949  act.  The  Senate 
amendment,  by  limiting  the  amount  of 
payments  that  could  be  made  to  any  co- 
operator  under  section  103(d)  (3)  of  the 
1949  act,  as  amended  by  H.R.  15151,  does 
prevent  the  Secretary  from  making  the 
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“full”  price  support  available  to  “all”  co- 
operators. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  ad¬ 
vised  that  in  its  opinion  the  Senate 
amendment  would  bring  this  snapback 
provision  into  effect  and  require  very 
substantial  changes  in  the  cotton  pro¬ 
gram.  The  letter  from  the  Department’s 
General  Counsel  reads  in  part,  as  follows: 

.  .  .  Obviously,  producers  affected  by  the 
Williams’  Amendment  would  not  be  getting 
price  support  to  which  they  would  “other¬ 
wise  be  entitled”  but  for  that  amendment. 
It  is  clear  from  the  wording  of  paragraph  (12) 
quoted  above  that  the  cotton  price  support 
program  is  to  be  operated  on  an  “all  or  none” 
basis  as  between  loans  and  payments  and 
loans  and  purchases.  Thus,  there  is  no 
authority  to  operate  both  types  of  support 
programs  at  the  same  time. 

For  these  reasons  the  Williams’  Amend¬ 
ment  would  seem  to  require  a  return  to  the 
outmoded  two-price  cotton  program  which 
the  Congress  has  so  recently  abandoned.  .  .  . 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  en¬ 
tire  letter  may  be  printed  in  the  Record^ 
at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  General  Counsel, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  You  have  asked  for 
my  views  as  to  the  effect  of  the  Williams’ 
Amendment  to  H.R.  15151  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  yesterday.  This  bill  would  amend  the 
provisions  of  the  cotton,  wheat  and  feed 
grain  programs  to  permit  price  support  pay¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  these  crops  in  in¬ 
stances  where  they  were  not  planted  because 
of  a  natural  disaster  and  some  other  in¬ 
come-producing  crop  not  under  marketing 
quotas  or  a  voluntary  adjustment  program 
was  substituted  therefor. 

The  Williams’  Amendment  added  a  sec¬ 
tion  to  H.R.  15151  reading  as  follows: 

“Payments  made  pursuant  to  this  Act 
shall  not  exceed  $10,000  to  any  one  pro¬ 
ducer.” 

We  interpret  this  language  to  mean  that 
any  price  support  payment  which  could  not 
be  made  except  pursuant  to  amendments 
added  by  H.R.  15151  (“this  Act”)  cannot  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000  to  any  one  producer.  If  the 
producer  participates  in  the  cotton,  wheat 
land  feed  grain  programs,  such  payment 
would  be  limited  to  $10,000  for  all  three 
crops. 

It  seems  clear  that  the  Williams’  Amend¬ 
ment  may  mean  the  end  of  the  one-price 
cotton  program  enacted  in  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965.  Section  103(d)  (12) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  added  by 
section  402  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act 
of  1965,  provides  in  pertinent  part  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

“Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
this  Act,  if,  as  a  result  of  limitations  here¬ 
after  enacted  with  respect  to  price  support 
under  this  subsection,  the  Secretary  is  un¬ 
able  to  make  available  to  all  cooperators  the 
full  amount  of  price  support  to  which  they 
would  otherwise  be  entitled  under  para¬ 
graphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection  for 
any  crop  of  upland  cotton,  (A)  price  support 
to  cooperators  shall  be  made  available  for 
such  crop  (if  marketing  quotas  have  not 
been  disapproved)  through  loans  or  pur¬ 
chases  at  such  level  not  less  than  65  per 
centum  nor  more  than  90  per  centum  of 
the  parity  price  therefor  as  the  Secretary 
determines  appropriate;  *  * 


This  so-called  "snapback”  provision  was 
designed  to  require  that  cotton  be  supported 
by  loans  and  purchases  instead  of  by  loans 
and  payments  if,  because  of  limitations  with 
respect  to  price  support,  the  Secretary  "is 
unable  to  make  available  to  all  cooperators” 

( emphasis  supplied)  the  full  amount  of 
price  support  to  which  they  would  otherwise 
be  entitled  under  loans  (paragraph  (2) )  and 
payments  (paragraph  (3))  authorized  by 
amendments  enacted  in  the  1965  legislation. 
Obviously,  producers  affected  by  the  Wil¬ 
liams’  Amendment  would  not  be  getting 
price  support  to  which  they  would  “other¬ 
wise  be  entitled”  but  for  that  amendment. 
It  is  clear  from  the  wording  of  paragraph 
(12)  quoted  above  that  the  cotton  price 
support  program  is  to  be  operated  on  an 
“all  or  none”  basis  as  between  loans  and 
payments  and  loans  and  purchases.  Thus, 
there  is  no  authority  to  operate  both  types 
of  support  program  at  the  same  time. 

For  these  reasons  the  Williams’  Amend¬ 
ment  would  seem  to  require  a  return  to  the 
outmoded  two-price  cotton  program  which 
the  Congress  has  so  recently  abandoned. 
Moreover,  this  would  establish  a  dangerous 
precedent,  as  it  would  be  but  the  first  step 
to  undermine  the  farm  programs  so  care¬ 
fully  worked  out  by  the  last  session  of  Con¬ 
gress.  The  Department  strongly  recom¬ 
mends  the  elimination  of  the  Williams’ 
Amendment  in  conference. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  C.  Bagwell, 

General  Counsel. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  portion  of  the  letter  I  have  quoted, 
it  is  clear  that  the  Department  feels  it 
could  not  make  any  cotton  price  sup¬ 
port  payments  at  all  if  the  Senate 
amendment  became  law.  This  would  de¬ 
feat  the  entire  purpose  of  the  bill,  since 
its  purpose  is  to  permit  payments  to 
producers  who,  having  been  prevented 
from  planting  cotton  because  of  a  nat¬ 
ural  disaster,  plant  their  permitted  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  to  other  income-producing 
crops. 

Under  existing  law,  a  producer  who 
plants  cotton  on  his  permitted  acreage 
is  entitled  to  price  support  payments. 
If  some  disaster  prevents  his  making  a 
crop,  he  can  replant  his  land  to  another 
commodity  without  losing  his  cotton 
price  support  payments. 

Existing  law  further  provides  that  a 
producer  who  is  prevented  from  planting 
cotton  because  of  a  natural  disaster  is 
entitled  to  cotton  price  support  pay¬ 
ments,  but  in  such  case  he  gets  his  pay¬ 
ments  only  if  he  does  not  plant  another 
income-producing  crop  on  his  permitted 
cotton  acreage. 

There  is,  of  course,  very  little  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  producer  who  planted 
his  cotton  just  before  the  flood  or  other 
disaster  and  the  farmer  who  had  bought 
his  seed,  plowed  his  ground,  and  done 
everything  but  plant.  There  is  also  no 
advantage  to  the  Goverment  in  prohib¬ 
iting  the  latter  producer  from  planting 
some  other  crop  that  is  not  subject  to 
marketing  quotas  or  a  voluntary  ad¬ 
justment  program.  Such  economic  waste 
accomplishes  no  good  for  anyone.  The 
entire  purpose  of  the  bill,  therefore,  was 
to  permit  such  a  farmer  who  had  been 
prevented  from  planting  his  permitted 
cotton  acreage — or  his  permitted  feed 
grain  or  wheat  acreage — to  plant  some 
other  crop  not  subject  to  an  adjustment 
program  and  still  obtain  his  price  sup¬ 
port  payment. 


The  Senate  amendment,  under  the  De¬ 
partment’s  interpretation,  would  have 
prevented  any  payment  at  all  from  be¬ 
ing  made  to  the  cotton  producer  the  bill 
was  intended  to  benefit,  that  is,  the  one 
who  was  prevented  from  planting  cotton 
at  all. 

It  would  also  prevent  any  payment  to 
the  producer  who  had  planted  cotton 
that  was  destroyed,  and  would  prevent 
price  support  in  the  form  of  payments 
to  any  cotton  producer  at  all. 

This  was  not  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment.  It  was  designed  to  permit 
up  to  $10,000  in  payments  to  producers 
who  had  been  prevented  from  planting 
cotton  and  who  planted  other  crops  as 
permitted  by  the  bill.  It  was  not  de¬ 
signed  to  affect  any  other  payments. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  in  ex¬ 
plaining  the  amendment  stated: 

This  amendment  does  not  affect  payments 
under  the  price  support  program  as  provided 
under  existing  law  .  .  . 

That  is  the  basis  on  which  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  offered  and  acted  upon.  It  was 
only  after  the  Senate  had  acted  and  the 
Senate  amendment  had  been  studied  and 
interpreted  by  the  Department  that  the 
effect  I  have  described  became  known. 

If  the  House  had  been  receptive  to  the 
objectives  of  the  Senate  amendment  I  am 
sure  that  with  adequate  time  we  could 
have  worked  out  suitable  language  to 
achieve  the  Senate’s  objectives.  How¬ 
ever,  the  House  conferees  were  absolutely 
opposed  to  it,  and  the  nature  of  the  bill 
required  prompt  action  if  it  were  to  ac¬ 
complish  its  purpose. 

The  intended  effect  of  the  Senate 
amendment  would  have  affected  very  few 
producers.  The  House  conferees  felt 
that  the  principal  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  establish  a  precedent 
for  price  support  payment  limitations, 
and  they  were  unalterably  opposed  to  es¬ 
tablishing  such  a  precedent.  Under  the 
cotton,  feed  grain,  and  wheat  programs, 
the  producer  receives  a  part  of  his  price 
in  the  form  of  payments.  If  payments 
were  to  be  prohibited  on  a  substantial 
part  of  the  production,  the  producers 
would  be  deprived  of  a  substantial  part 
of  the  price  for  their  commodity,  and  the 
program  would  have  to  be  changed.  The 
House  conferees  were  therefore  unalter¬ 
ably  opposed  to  establishing  that  prece¬ 
dent;  and  pressed  upon  the  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  the  need  for  immediate  action  on 
the  bill. 

The  House  conference  committee 
members  and  many  Senators  feel  that 
there  is  a  clear  inequity  in  existing  law 
regarding  the  treatment  of  farmers  who 
have  planted  and  those  who  have  not  had 
an  opportunity  to  plant  where  both  have 
been  struck  by  disaster.  The  existing  law 
is  clear  as  regards  those  farmers  who 
have  been  lucky  enough  to  get  their  seed 
in  the  ground.  These  producers  are  en¬ 
titled  to  the  payments  under  the  law  and 
can  plant  soybeans  or  any  other  income 
producing  crops  without  penalty.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  producer  who  may  have 
plowed  his  field,  fertilized,  bought  the 
pesticides  and  seed,  but  who  was  not  per¬ 
mitted  to  plant  because  of  disaster,  is  in 
the  position  where  his  payments  would 
be  lost  if  he  were  to  plant  soybeans  or 
other  income  producing  crops.  In  other 
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words,  this  second  farmer  is  forced  by 
law  to  plant  cotton  or  leave  his  land  idle. 
And,  as  all  of  you  know,  no  good  farmer 
ever  wants  to  leave  land  idle.  It  goes 
against  his  nature  to  see  a  resource  go  to 
waste.  Therefore,  fully  expecting  to 
make  less  than  a  good  crop,  he  would  go 
ahead  and  plant  his  fields  to  cotton. 

Under  such  circumstances,  it  seems  to 
me  to  be  ridiculous  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  paying  this  farmer  to  divert  acres 
from  the  production  of  cotton,  and  at  the 
same  time  forcing  him  to  plant  a  crop 
that  is  not  needed.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
the  report  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  as  of  April  30,  shows  that  the 
Government  has  $2,267,619,000  invested 
in  15,145,000  bales  of  cotton.  To  force 
farmers  to  plant  cotton,  a  commodity 
that  is  not  needed,  is  especially  ridicu¬ 
lous  when  everyone  knows  that  this  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  done  all  it  can  to  encourage 
the  production  of  soybeans,  a  crop  that 
is  very  necessary,  and  a  crop  that  is  in 
short  supply. 

It  would  be  good  sense,  indeed,  to 
agree  to  this  conference  report  solely  on 
the  basis  of  savings  to  the  Government. 
With  Government  cotton  stocks  as  high 
as  they  are,  we  should  do  what  we  can 
to  reduce  them.  Every  bale  of  cotton 
produced  would  in  effect  prevent  the 
Government  from  reducing  its  stocks  by 
selling  a  bale  in  the  market  and,  with 
the  support  loan  set  at  12  cents  per 
pound,  would  cost  the  Government  an 
average  of  $105  a  bale. 

It  is  true  that  this  bill  was  not  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry.  It  is  true  that 
Senate  hearings  were  not  held.  How¬ 
ever,  the  only  reason  for  the  hasty  ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  the  Senate  was  the  very 
nature  of  the  emergency  facing  pro¬ 
ducers  in  6  or  7  States. 

During  our  conference  with  the  House, 
the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Coop¬ 
er]  made  what  I  consider  to  be  a  very 
good  suggestion.  He  recommended  that 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  keep  a  watchful  eye  on  the  re¬ 
sults  of  this  legislation.  As  a  result,  it 
is  my  intention  to  ask  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  to  provide  the  committee 
with  a  full  report  on  the  action  taken  by 
the  Department  with  regard  to  this  legis¬ 
lation.  This  would  include,  of  course,  the 
number  of  producers  who  avail  them¬ 
selves  of  the  opportunity,  the  number  of 
acres  involved,  and  the  possible  savings 
or  cost  to  the  Government.  The  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper]  further 
suggested,  and  I  agree  with  him,  that  the 
committee  ought  to  look  into  this  prob¬ 
lem  again  next  year  after  the  results  are 
in,  in  order  to  determine  whether  or  not 
the  4-year  life  of  the  bill  is  entirely  justi¬ 
fied,  and  whether  or  not  any  inequities 
develop  under  this  program,  and  whether 
any  changes  ought  to  be  made.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  this  could  be  accom¬ 
plished  readily  and  that  the  committee 
would  be  in  a  very  good  position  to  deter¬ 
mine  precisely  what  additional  steps 
might  be  needed  in  order  to  strengthen 
the  law  with  respect  to  disaster 
situations. 

I  move  that  the  conference  report  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  first  I  want  to  point  out  that 


the  adoption  of  my  amendment  to  the 
bill  does  not  in  any  way  affect  the  price 
support  program.  The  letter  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  is  one  of  the 
most  fuzzy  intreptations  I  have  ever 
seen.  It  was  written  by  the  general  coun¬ 
sel.  One  would  think  that  a  man  in  his 
position  would  have  sense  enough  to  un¬ 
derstand  and  to  say  what  the  amendment 
does.  Instead,  he  says  “if”  the  amend¬ 
ment  does  this  it  “may”  do  thus  and  so, 
and  then  he  says  it  “would  seem  to  re¬ 
quire”  a  return  to  the  two -price  system 
for  cotton.  This  is  a  peculiar,  fuzzy  po¬ 
sition  or  interpretation  from  a  man  in 
his  position. 

The  Department  knows  that  price  sup¬ 
ports  would  not  be  covered  by  my  amend¬ 
ment.  Yet  all  we  received  is  a  fuzzy  let¬ 
ter,  which  in  effect  says  nothing  except 
that  the  Department  wants  to  protect 
the  large  corporate  farms.  I  challenge 
anyone  to  show  how  my  amendment  af¬ 
fects  price  supports  or  how  there  would 
be  a  return  to  the  two-price  system. 

This  letter  is  just  an  attempt  by  the 
administration  to  assure  payments  to  the 
big  farmers.  They  do  not  have  the  guts 
to  come  out  and  say  so. 

The  Secretary  has  already  said  that  if 
any  reduction  or  limitation  was  put  in 
the  bill  he  would  recommend  a  veto. 
The  President  backs  him  up.  I  can  un¬ 
derstand  why.  They  want  to  protect  the 
payments  to  the  big  farmers.  They  are 
usually  good  contributors. 

As  an  illustration  of  how  the  farmers 
are  affected,  in  Texas  there  are  167,208 
cotton  farmers.  Only  5,180  will  be  af¬ 
fected  by  this  limitation.  Over  160,000 
will  not  be  affected  at  all. 

In  the  State  of  Tennessee  there  are 
55,655  farmers,  and  of  that  number  only 
99  would  be  affected  by  the  $10,000  limit. 

In  the  State  of  Florida  not  a  single 
farmer  would  be  affected  out  of  the  total 
number  of  6,574  cotton  farmers  of  that 
State. 

We  may  as  well  get  the  record  straight. 
My  amendment  does  not  affect  price  sup¬ 
ports.  It  does  not  have  anything  to  do 
with  a. return  to  the  two-price  system 
and  the  Department  knows  it.  The  op¬ 
position  reflects  the  determination  of  the 
administration  to  keep  up  the  lavish  pay¬ 
ments  to  large  farmers  who  instead  of 
planting  cotton  want  to  plant  soybeans. 

The  Department’s  letter  has  already 
been  placed  in  the  Record  by  the  Chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORTON.  While  the  Senator  is 
giving  the  names  of  States,  would  he 
mind  including  Kentucky? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  Ken¬ 
tucky,  out  of  1,001  farmers  listed  by  the 
Department,  only  one  farmer  would  be 
affected  by  the  adoption  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  limiting  these  payments  to  $10,000. 

Mr.  MORTON.  And  he  has  not  even 
written  a  letter  to  me. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  is 
interesting  to  note  that  the  only  two 
communications  I  have  received  in  op¬ 
position  to  my  amendment  are  one  from 
a  man  who  was  dealing  in  soybeans,  who 
had  sold  short,  and  who  wanted  to  see 
the  acreage  increased,  and  the  other  was 
from  a  textile  manufacturer.  This  limi¬ 


tation  does  not  affect  99  percent  of  the 
farmers  at  all.  It  does  affect  the  big 
corporate-type  operators,  who  have  been 
drawing  these  large  subsidies.  And  why 
not? 

ADDITIONAL  COSPONSOR  OP  S.  RES.  270 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Inasmuch  as  soybeans 
seem  to  be  a  big  element  in  the  bill,  I 
understand  the  Senator  introduced  a 
resolution,  Senate  Resolution  270,  to  in¬ 
vestigate  premature  disclosure  of  infor¬ 
mation  by  the  Agriculture  Department 
with  respect  to  soybeans. 

I  wonder  if  he  would  be  good  enough 
to  have  me  join  that  resolution  as  a 
cosponsor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  would 
be  delighted  to  have  the  Senator  join  as 
a  cosponsor. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  name  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  may  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
resolution. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  inas¬ 
much  as  soybeans  seems  to  be  a  strong 
element  in  this  matter,  and  my  State  is 
a  large  producer  of  soybeans,  I  point  out 
that  this  administration  appears  to  have 
embarked  on  a  course  where  facts  have 
become  nonfacts. 

What  may  be  true  one  day  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  true  the  next  under  this  policy.  A 
statement  issued  one  day  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  what  is  said  the  next. 

This  “when  it  suits  our  purpose”  policy 
is  never  more  evident  than  in  the  area 
of  agricultural  policy,  as  recent  develop¬ 
ments  show. 

The  extent  of  what  I  mean  is  demon¬ 
strated  in  a  series  of  articles  by  two  of 
Washington’s  top  investigative  report¬ 
ers — Clark  Mollenhoff  and  Nick  Kotz  of 
the  Des  Moines  Register-Tribune  bureau 
here. 

In  these  very  thorough  articles,  they 
have  focused  public  attention  on  the 
statements  and  misstatements,  facts,  and 
nonfacts,  actions  and  nonactions  which 
underscored  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  approach  to  reduction  of  pork  pur¬ 
chases  by  the  armed  services  and  the 
matter  of  soybean  transactions  on  the 
commodity  market. 

They  have  raised  some  pertinent  ques¬ 
tions  related  to  the  inconsistency  of  offi¬ 
cial  statements  and  actions  which  should 
be  answered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  The  questions  should  be  answered 
because  current  statements  are  at  vari¬ 
ance  with  records,  orders,  and  policy 
procedures  of  the  past. 

In  particular,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  should  release  his  original  letter 
to  Secretary  of  Defense  Robert  Mc¬ 
Namara  in  regard  to  the  proposed.,  order 
to  cut  pork  purchases.  I  believe  its  re¬ 
lease  would  shed  much  light  in  the  dark¬ 
ness  created  by  the  statements  of  certain 
officials. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  this 
series  of  articles,  appearing  in  the  Des 
Moines  Register  for  June  3,  4,  and  7,  and 
a  section  of  Secretary  Freeman’s  press 
conference  of  last  Friday  be  placed  in  the 
Record.  I  feel  that  a  careful  reading  of 
both  the  articles  and  the  text  of  the 
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June  8,  1966 

press  conference  will  stimulate  the  in¬ 
terest  of  my  colleagues  in  attempting  to 
get  to  the  bottom  of  these  actions  and 
serve  warning  that  the  public’s  right  to 
know  should  be  fully  respected  by  this 
administration. 

I  refer  to  articles  appearing  in  the  Des 
Moines  Register  for  June  3,  4,  and  7. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  articles 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

[From  the  Des  Moines  Register,  June  3,  1966] 
Urges  Probe  of  Markets,  U.S.  Decisions — 
Inquiry  Sought  on  Farm  Products 
(By  Clark  Mollenhoff  and  Nick  Kotz,  of  the 
Register’s  Washington  bureau ) 

Washington,  D.C. — Senator  John  J.  Wil¬ 
liams,  Republican,  of  Delaware,  Thursday 
asked  for  a  “full  and  complete”  congressional 
investigation  of  speculation  in  soybeans  and 
other  agricultural  commodities. 

Williams  introduced  a  resolution  in  the 
Senate  aimed  at  obtaining  an  investigation 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  Johnson  admin¬ 
istration  has  handled  announcements  on 
soybeans,  pork  prices,  cattle,  hides,  and  a 
wide  range  of  other  agricultural  commodities. 
no  accusations 

Williams  made  no  accusations  against 
President  Johnson,  Agriculture  Secretary  Or¬ 
ville  Freeman  or  any  commodity  speculators. 

He  simply  told  the  Senate  that  reports  on 
an  Agriculture  Department  investigation  of 
soybean  purchases  prior  to  a  February  speech 
by  President  Johnson  “raises  questions  that 
should  be  answered.” 

The  Delaware  senator,  formerly  a  grain 
dealer  in  Millsboro,  Del.,  is  one  of  the  most 
knowledgeable  members  of  the  Senate  on 
agricultural  commodities. 

The  Agriculture  Department  currently  is 
conducting  its  own  investigation  of  the  ac¬ 
tivity  in  the  soybean  market  in  the  period 
just  prior  to  Mr.  Johnson’s  Feb.  10  “Food  for 
Freedom”  speech  in  which  he  said  the  admin¬ 
istration  would  take  action  to  expand  soy¬ 
bean  production. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  press  office 
said  Thursday  that  the  investigation  under 
Inspector  General  Lester  P.  Condon  is  not  yet 
completed.  The  investigation  is  expected  to 
be  completed  within  a  few  days. 

The  department’s  investigation  has  been 
limited  to  the  period  of  time  a  few  hours 
prior  to  the  speech  by  Mr.  Johnson.  Advance 
copies  of  the  speech  were  given  to  newspaper 
reporters  at  10  a.m.,  and  stories  based  on  the 
advanced  speech  text  were  on  the  news  wires 
before  11  a.m. 

“no.  unusual  activity” 

Some  Agriculture  Department  officials  ar¬ 
gue  that  the  fluctuation  in  the  soybean  fu¬ 
tures  market  was  only  a  little  more  than  2 
cents  in  the  period  prior  to  the  speech,  and 
that  consequently  it  can  be  reasoned  that 
there  was  no  unusual  activity. 

Williams  contends  that  there  must  be  a 
complete  investigation  outside  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  itself  and  his  resolution 
asks  a  determination  of  the  following  ques¬ 
tions: 

1.  Whether  there  was  “an  unauthorized 
and  premature  release  or  disclosure  of  infor¬ 
mation  with  respect  to  the  decision  of  the 
President  to  call  for  an  increase  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  soybeans  or  other  agricultural 
commodities.” 

2.  Whether  any  such  “release  or  disclosure 
enabled  any  person  or  persons  trading  in 
soybeans  or  other  commodities  to  make  sub¬ 
stantial  profits.” 

3.  Whether  “subsequent  decisions  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  of  any  officer  or 
agency  thereof  have  been  influenced  or  af¬ 
fected  as  a  result  of  such  release  or  dis¬ 
closure.” 

4.  Whether  “there  has  been  any  illegal  or 
improper  activity  on  the  part  of  any  officer 


or  employe  of  the  United  States  or  any  other 
person  in  connection  with  such  release  or 
disclosure.” 

Williams  and  others  in  Congress  and  in 
the  Agriculture  Department  have  been  con¬ 
cerned  over  a  pattern  of  unusual  activity  in 
handling  highly  sensitive  information  con¬ 
cerning  agricultural  commodities. 

Normally  there  is  the  tightest  security 
on  crop  reports  or  other  announcements  that 
may  influence  the  markets,  but  there  have 
been  notable  deviations  from  this  tight  se¬ 
curity  in  recent  months.  In  some  instances 
the  security  has  been  most  casual. 

In  his  Feb.  10  message  to  Congress  calling 
for  an  expanded  overseas  food  aid  program, 
the  President  also  made  several  announce¬ 
ments  affecting  domestic  production  of  rice, 
soybeans,  and  dairy  products. 

To  meet  the  total  needs  of  overseas  aid, 
domestic  consumption,  commercial  exports, 
and  adequate  emergency  reserves,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  stated  with  regard  to  soybeans: 

“The  demand  for  soybeans  has  climbed 
each  year  since  1960.  Despite  record  crops, 
we  have  virtually  no  reserve  stocks.  To  as¬ 
sure  adequate  supplies  at  prices  fair  to  farm¬ 
ers  and  consumers,  the  secretary  of  agricul¬ 
ture  will  use  authority  under  the  1965  act 
to  encourage  production  of  soybeans  on  acre¬ 
age  formerly  planted  to  feed  grains.  Feed 
grain  stocks  are  more  than  sufficient.” 
noon  release 

This  presidential  message  was  scheduled 
for  noon  release  to  Congress,  but  the  press 
was  briefed  about  2  hours  earlier. 

Wire  services  carried  stories  about  an  hour 
before  the  noon  release  time,  but  cautioned 
that  the  information  was  not  to  be  printed 
or  broadcast  until  noon.  Numerous  persons 
in  the  commodity  business  take  a  wire  serv¬ 
ice. 

Shortly  after  noon,  the  Agriculture  Depart¬ 
ment  issued  an  order  implementing  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  statement  on  soybeans. 

The  department  said  that  farmers  could 
plant  soybeans  instead  of  feed  grains  on 
acreage  signed  up  in  the  feed  grains  pro¬ 
gram  and  still  receive  their  direct  payments 
for  feed  grains. 

In  other  words,  the  farmer  would  receive  a 
direct  payment  as  if  he  were  growing  feed 
grains,  but  wouldn’t  actually  grow  them.  To 
the  extent  farmers  took  advantage  of  this  op¬ 
tion,  the  administration  reasoned  there  would 
be  less  of  a  feed  grains  surplus  and  more 
soybean  production. 

The  effect  of  the  presidential  announce¬ 
ment  and  Agriculture  Department  order 
would  be  to  lower  the  price  of  long-range 
soybeans  futures — that  is  soybeans  to  be 
delivered  at  a  later  date. 

supply  greater 

The  reasoning  for  a  commodity  market 
reaction  of  lower  future  prices  would  be  that 
supply  would  be  greater,  thus  prices  would 
go  down. 

During  the  day  of  Feb.  10,  long-range  soy¬ 
beans  futures  on  the  Chicago  commodity 
market  dropped  in  price. 

Futures  contracts  for  delivery  in  November, 
1966,  dropped  four  cents  a  bushel  to  close  at 
$2,671/2.  and  January,  1967,  futures  dropped 
4i/z  cents  a  bushel  to  close  at  $2.70 >/2  • 

The  Agriculture  Department  is  investigat¬ 
ing  whether  speculators  made  profits  in  the 
futures  market  by  having  advance  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  government  action. 

A  speculator  with  advance  information 
would  “sell  short”  with  the  expectation  that 
he  would  make  a  profit  covering  his  sales 
after  the  price  dropped. 

In  other  words,  the  speculator  would  sell 
soybeans  he  did  not  own;  then  buy  soybeans 
to  cover  his  sales  after  the  price  had  dropped. 

An  Agriculture  Department  official  said  the 
decision  to  encourage  soybean  planting  on 
feed  grain  acres  was  made  at  least  several 
days  prior  to  the  President’s  announcement. 

This  official  said  that  a  number  of  Agricul¬ 


ture  Department  officials  knew  about  the 
impending  decision  at  least  the  weekend 
before  the  Feb.  10  announcement. 

The  Agriculture  Department  official  said 
it  is  possible  that  a  knowledgeable  specula¬ 
tor  could  have  found  out  or  guessed  the 
soybean  message  was  forthcoming. 

But  the  official  said  the  department  did 
not  feel  that  the  announcement  would  have 
a  very  substantial  effect  on  the  market. 

The  official  said  that  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment — following  its  normal  proce¬ 
dures — would  not  make  public  information 
affecting  the  commodity  markets  during  the 
course  of  a  trading  day.  He  said  an  an¬ 
nouncement  would  be  made  either  before 
the  market  opened  in  the  morning  or  after 
it  closed  in  the  afternoon. 

The  Agriculture  Department  announced 
Thursday  that  it  would  purchase  butter  at 
above  the  support  price  for  the  school  lunch 
program.  This  announcement  was  made  aft¬ 
er  the  markets  closed.  An  informed  source 
said  the  department  was  about  to  announce 
the  butter  decision  two  weeks  ago,  but  pulled 
it  back  because  of  fears  that  a  news  leak 
would  give  speculators  an  advantage. 

The  Agriculture  Department  official  said 
that  President  Johnson  and  other  presidents 
before  him  have  sent  messages  to  Congress 
and  made  other  announcements  during  the 
trading  day. 

Representative  Ancher  Nelsen,  Republi¬ 
can,  Minnesota,  in  a  House  speech  Tuesday 
noted  that  a  Defense  Department  decision  to 
reduce  its  pork  purchases  earlier  in  the  year 
was  handled  in  a  manner  which  could  have 
given  certain  speculators  and  advantage. 

The  Defense  Department  decision  to  re¬ 
duce  its  pork  purchases  by  50  per  cent  was 
not  made  public  generally  until  seven  weeks 
after  it  was  reached.  But  persons  in  the 
meat  packing  business  had  no  trouble  learn¬ 
ing  on  the  decision. 

The  pork  purchasing  decision  has  now 
been  reversed. 

There  also  has  been  speculation  in  some 
commodity  trading  circles  that  insiders 
gained  early  information  of  a  Commerce  De¬ 
partment  decision  reducing  hide  exports. 
This  order  has  since  been  modified,  again 
following  protests  from  farmers. 

In  the  cases  of  soybeans,  pork  or  hides,  a 
speculator  theoretically  could  have  made 
money  by  betting  that  the  eventual  public 
announcement  would  result  in  lower  mar¬ 
ket  prices. 


[From  the  Des  Moines  Register,  June  4,  1966] 
Limited  Probe  of  Soybean  Leak 
(By  Nick  Kotz  and  Clark  Mollenhoff,  of  the 
Register’s  Washington  bureau) 

Washington,  D.C. — Agriculture  Secretary 
Orville  Freeman  Friday  said  a  “limited”  in¬ 
vestigation  was  conducted  of  allegations  of 
a  “leak”  of  information  on  government 
plans  to  increase  soybean  production. 

The  investigation,  limited  to  the  soybean 
market  in  a  few  hours  on  February  10,  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  report  that  there  was  “no  mis¬ 
handling  of  information  on  the  part  of  any 
government  employee.” 

Senator  John  J.  Williams,  Republican  of 
Delaware,  said  he  still  wants  a  “full  and 
complete”  investigation  by  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee. 

He  added  that  to  be  conclusive  the  in¬ 
vestigation  would  have  to  cover  an  ex¬ 
tended  period  of  time  before  and  after  Feb. 
10  when  President  Johnson  made  a  “Food 
for  Peace”  speech  in  which  he  announced 
the  administration  policy  to  encourage  soy¬ 
bean  production. 

Williams  said  that  an  investigation  limited 
to  Feb.  10  “would  be  inadequate.” 

He  has  filed  a  resolution  with  the  Senate 
asking  for  a  full  investigation  of  soybeans 
and  other  agricultural  commodity  specula¬ 
tion,  and  the  handling  of  information  by 
the  Johnson  administration. 
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Representative  H.  R.  Gross,  Republican, 
of  Iowa,  declared  that  there  has  been  evi¬ 
dence  of  “loose  handling"  of  commodity  in¬ 
formation  that  might  be  beneficial  to  specu¬ 
lators.  He  said  there  should  be  “a  complete 
investigation  by  Congress.” 

NOTES  ESTES  LAXITY 

“X  don’t  believe  that  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment’s  investigation  of  itself  should  be 
the  final  word,”  Gross  said.  “Freeman  was 
noticeably  lax  in  the  handling  of  the  Billie 
Sol  Estes  matter,  and  I  don’t  believe  Con¬ 
gress  should  let  this  matter  drop  on  the 
basis  of  some  limited  investigation.” 

Freeman  said  the  investigation  was  limited 
to  Feb.  10  because  the  complaint  to  the 
Agriculture  Department  had  involved  alle¬ 
gations  of  premature  release  of  information 
from  President  Johnson’s  message  on  that 
date  that  had  resulted  in  profitable  soybean 
speculation. 

The  one-page  press  release  on  the  inves¬ 
tigation  by  Inspector  General  Lester  P.  Con¬ 
don  stated:  “There  was  normal,  widespread 
advance  dissemination  of  the  (President's) 
message  to  the  news  media  for  release  at  12 
noon  Feb.  10,  1966.” 

“CUSTOMARY  ADVANCE" 

The  report  stated  that  articles  based  on 
the  message  text  were  disseminated  “in  a 
customary  advance  ‘hold  for  release’  man¬ 
ner  by  news  wires  services  and  other  media.” 

However,  the  Agriculture  Department  re¬ 
port  admitted  that  in  the  period  prior  to 
the  President’s  speech  there  would  have  been 
the  possibility  of  widespread  dissemination 
of  information  that  would  have  been  valu¬ 
able  for  soybean  speculation. 

Other  agriculture  department  sources  had 
told  The  Register  that  there  were  drafts  of 
the  President’s  message  and  the  policy  posi¬ 
tion  on  soybeans  circulated  throughout  the 
Agriculture  Department  the  weekend  before 
Feb.  10,  which  would  have  been  as  early  as 
Feb.  4  and  5. 

Freeman  acknowledged  that  there  had 
been  wide  circulation  of  policy  papers  and 
drafts  of  the  soybean  message  several  days 
before  the  Feb.  10  speech.  He  said  he  did 
not  know  the  details  of  this  because  he  was 
out  of  the  country,  but  added  that  this 
would  not  have  violated  the  strict  security 
that  covers  department  crop  reports  and 
other  commodity  decisions. 

Freeman  discounted  the  possibility  of  any 
commodity  speculators  making  a  killing  on 
information  on  the  contents  of  the  message 
in  which  the  President  announced  he  had 
directed  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  en¬ 
courage  the  production  of  soybeans  on  land 
formerly  planted  to  feed  grains. 

Freeman  said  the  drafts  by  the  Agriculture 
Department  were  not  important  because  they 
might  be  changed  in  the  White  House.  He 
said  he  did  not  know  when  this  specific  deci¬ 
sion  became  final,  but  that  he  “would  sus¬ 
pect  only  at  the  very  last  minute  as  is  usually 
the  case.” 

“There  would  have  been  no  one  who  could 
have  said  with  any  assurance  that  that  sec¬ 
tion  would  be  in  that  message  until  it  was 
actually  released  by  the  President  and  he 
gave  his  go-ahead,”  Freeman  said. 

Freeman  referred  most  questions  on  the 
soybean  investigation  to  Inspector  General 
Lester  Condon. 

After  the  press  conference,  Condon  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  complaint  of  a  “leak"  involved 
only  a  limited  time  period  on  Feb.  10,  and 
that  his  investigation  involved  only  a  limited 
time  and  a  few  possibilities. 

Condon  offered  the  following  explanation: 

An  official  in  the  Grain  Trade  in  Chicago, 
Ill.,  complained  to  the  department  that 
someone  had  made  money  in  the  soybean 
futures  market  on  Feb.  10  by  having  advance 
information  that  the  President  was  going  to 
announce  action  encouraging  more  soybean 
production. 


PERSON  NOT  NAMED 

This  complainant,  who  Condon  declined 
to  name,  did  not  name  the  person  who  sup¬ 
posedly  had  made  the  profits. 

Condon’s  staff  deduced  there  was  only  one 
person  in  the  market  who  could  have  made 
substantial  profits  on  Feb.  10  by  operating 
on  advance  information,  early  in  the  day. 

One  man,  whom  Condon  identified  only  as 
an  experienced  large  commodity  trader  who 
lives  in  the  deep  south,  sold  about  1.2  million 
bushels  of  November,  1966,  soybean  futures 
in  the  period  between  11:24  a.m.  and  12:30 
p.m. 

This  man  was  the  only  trader  selling  large 
amounts  of  soybean  futures  that  morning. 

The- theory  of  profit  taking  would  be  that 
the  trader  “sold  short”  that  morning  when 
the  price  was  $2.71  a  bushel  and  then  took 
his  profit  by  buying  late  in  the  day  or  in 
the  succeeding  few  days  after  the  price  had 
dropped  to  $2.67  per  bushel. 

Market  analysts  said  at  the  time  that  the 
price  of  November  and  January  futures 
dropped  as  a  result  of  the  President’s  order 
which  would  encourage  more  soybean  pro¬ 
duction. 

Condon  said  that  his  office  did  not  check 
what  large  transactions  the  trader  from  the 
deep  south  made  in  the  few  days  prior  to 
Feb.  10  and  did  not  check  on  what  transac¬ 
tions  he  made  after  he  sold  1.2  million 
bushels  the  morning  of  Feb.  10. 

Thus,  Condon  acknowledged  that  his  inves¬ 
tigation  did  not  have  information  to  show 
whether  the  trader  actually  had  taken  his 
profit  by  buying  at  the  cheaper  price  later 
to  cover  his  1.2  million  bushel  sales  on  the 
morning  of  Feb.  10. 

Condon’s  point  was  that  the  trader’s  trans¬ 
actions  took  place  between  11:24  and  12:30 
at  a  time  when  hundreds  of  other  persons 
also  knew  about  the  President’s  forthcoming 
order. 

Anyone  with  a  ticker  from  the  two  wire 
services  would  have  known  that  the  order 
was  forthcoming  after  10:15  a.m.,  Condon 
said.  Many  trading  firms  as  well  as  com¬ 
munications  media  have  the  wire  service. 

He  said  that  the  story  was  placed  on  the 
wires  following  a  White  House  briefing  at  10 
a.m.  to  prepare  reporters  for  the  President’s 
noon  message  to  Congress. 

Condon  stressed  that  the  investigation  was 
limited  to  the  complaint  that  sales  were 
made  that  morning  with  advance  informa¬ 
tion. 

The  investigation  did  not  take  into  ac¬ 
count  any  of  the  possibilities  of  profit-taking 
movements  made  earlier  or  after  the  morn¬ 
ing  of  Feb.  10,  either  by  the  suspected  trader 
or  by  anyone  else. 

Neither  Freeman,  Condon,  nor  other  Agri¬ 
culture  Department  staff  members  could 
answer  the  question  of  when  the  President 
gave  final  approval  to  the  soybean  section  of 
his  Food  for  Peace  message. 

But,  Agriculture  Department  officials  ac¬ 
knowledge  that  the  soybean  directive  was 
not  changed  by  the  White  House  from  the 
form  in  which  it  was  drafted  by  the  depart¬ 
ment  at  least  five  days  or  so  earlier. 

Freeman’s  point  was  that  a  trader  could 
not  have  been  certain  with  advance  informa¬ 
tion,  because  the  President  often  changes 
messages  and  orders  at  the  last  minute. 

Freeman  also  was  questioned  over  possible 
speculative  advantage  taken  when  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  cut  its  pork  purchases  by 
50  per  cent  earlier  this  year.  The  order  now 
has  been  rescinded. 

Senator  Williams  has  called  for  inquiry 
into  possible  information  leaks  and  resultant 
speculation  in  pork  belly  futures. 

Freeman  said  he  did  not  think  that  the 
pork  order  had  any  effect  on  the  market,  and 
thought  that  information  on  that  order  was 
handled  satisfactorily. 

The  first  general  news  story  on  the  order 
appeared  seven  weeks  after  the  order  became 
effective. 


June  8,  1966 

|  From  the  Des  Moines  Register,  June  7,  1966] 
Freeman  in  Bid  To  Shift  Pork  “Heat” — He 
Departs  From  Assumed  Facts 
(By  Nick  Kotz,  of  the  Register’s  Washington 
bureau) 

Washington,  D.C. — At  his  press  conference 
last  Friday,  Agriculture  Secretary  Orville 
Freeman  departed  from  the  known  record  in 
his  latest  explanations  of  why  the  Defense 
Department  temporarily  cut  its  pork  pur¬ 
chases. 

Seeking  to  explain  Freeman’s  departure 
from  previous  assumed  facts  on  at  least  six 
points,  a  Freeman  aide  said  that  the  issue  was 
now  a  completely  political  one  in  which  facts 
have  become  irrelevant. 

Another  Freeman  aide  said  Freeman  spoke 
as  he  did  because  the  decision  actually  was 
made  by  the  President  and  Council  of  Eco¬ 
nomic  Advisers.  Freeman  had  no  choice, 
said  the  aide,  except  “to  play  a  game.” 

Nevertheless,  reporters  who  have  written 
about  the  pork  purchasing  decision,  repeated¬ 
ly  shook  their  heads  in  puzzlement  as  Free¬ 
man  answered  about  15  questions  on  the 
subject. 

at  variance 

Freeman’s  explanations  Friday  are  at  vari¬ 
ance  with  Defense  Department  and  Agricul¬ 
ture  Department  records,  orders,  letters,  and 
policy  practices  on  such  questions  as: 

Why  the  Defense  Department  cut  its  pork 
purchases  by  50  per  cent?  What  effect  this 
decision  had  on  the  market?  At  what  time 
was  the  decision  announced  to  the  public? 
What  is  the  department’s  policy  on  informa¬ 
tion  involving  large  government  purchases? 
What  was  the  Agriculture  Department’s  role 
in  formulation  of  the  original  decision  to  cut 
pork  purchases? 

The  Defense  Department  on  Feb.  17 
reduced  by  50  per  cent  for  a  six-month 
period  its  purchases  of  prime  pork  products. 

The  order  generally  became  known  after 
news  stories  seven  weeks  later  on  Apr.  6. 
The  order  was  reversed  May  7  following  a 
month  of  protests  from  farmers  and  farm 
state  congressmen. 

At  the  time  the  order  became  public,  top 
executives  in  both  the  Agriculture  and  De¬ 
fense  Departments  said  the  cut  was 
designed  as  an  anti-inflationary  measure. 

These  officials  said  the  decision  was  made 
at  the  White  House  level  with  the  Agriculture 
Department  recommending  the  decision  to 
Defense,  the  Council  of  Economic  Advisers 
and  others  present. 

RECOMMENDED  ACTION 

Although  the  Agriculture  Department  re¬ 
fuses  to  make  public  the  text  of  the  letter, 
Freeman  in  a  “Dear  Bob”  letter  to  Defense 
Secretary  Robert  McNamara  on  Jan.  22 
recommended  exactly  the  action  taken  on 
Feb.  17  cutting  pork  purchases. 

Freeman  recommended  cutting  pork  pur¬ 
chases  and  several  other  products  “.  .*.  to 
help  keep  domestic  food  prices  in  line.” 

According  to  authoriative  accounts  never 
denied  by  the  Agriculture  Department,  Free¬ 
man  also  wrote  in  the  letter: 

“As  you  know  the  President  wants  us  to 
help  minimize  the  price  impact  of  Defense 
Department  food  purchases.  With  hog  and 
cattle  marketings  down,  retail  food  prices  will 
continue  to  provide  serious  price  stabiliza¬ 
tion  problems  over  the  next  several  months.” 

ONLY  2  PERCENT 

Freeman  wrote  that  even  though  Pentagon 
food  purchases  are  only  2  per  cent  of  the 
U.S.  total  "the  timing  and  composition  of 
purchases  can  be  important  to  price 
stability.” 

Although  the  Defense  Department  still  re¬ 
fuses  to  make  public  the  text  of  its  resultant 
order  cutting  pork  purchases,  The  Register 
has  obtained  copies  of  the  Feb.  17  order  and 
the  Jan.  19  and  Feb.  4  general  memorandums 
on  the  subject  of  Defense  Department  in¬ 
fluence  on  consumer  prices. 
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The  order  and  the  two  memorandums,  all 
sent  by  Assistant  Defense  Secretary  Paul 
Ignatius  to  the  various  armed  services,  stress 
that  the  reason  for  reducing  pork  purchases 
was  to  “minimize  the  impact  of  its  food  pur¬ 
chases  on  consumer  prices.”  Ignatius  notes 
Defense  is  following  the  recommendations  of 
the  secretary  of  agriculture. 

Freeman  contended  Friday,  however,  that 
the  Agriculture  Department  played  little  or 
no  role  in  the  decision  and  had  nothing  to 
do  with  consumer  prices. 

The  following  exchanges  at  the  press  con¬ 
ference  are  relevant: 

Question:  “Isn’t  that  something  you  are 
involved  in  very  much,  I  mean  the  purchase 
policy  in  the  Defense  Department  of  this 
magnitude?” 

Answer:  “No,  really  not.’’ 

Question:  “It  isn’t?” 

Answer:  “No.  The  Defense  Department 
buys  in  the  market  according  to  the  require¬ 
ments,  where  they  can  maximize  their  dollar 
and  meet  their  nutritional  requirements.” 

Question:  “Was  that  the  point  here?” 

Answer:  "Sure.” 

At  this  point  a  Freeman  aide  interjected: 
“The  Defense  Department  did  it.” 

CONSULTED 

Freeman  continued:  “They  did  it;  we 
didn’t.” 

Question:  “No  co-ordination?” 

Answer :  “They  consult  with  us  about  what 
the  market  is  likely  to  be  and  prices  are  likely 
to  be,  but  it  is  exclusively  a  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  decision.” 

Question:  “They  weren’t  interested  in 
affecting  the  market  at  all  with  this  matter?” 

Answer:  "No,  not  at  all — no  involvement 
whatsoever,  and  it  didn’t  affect  the  market 
any  that  I  know  of.” 

A  few  questions  later,  any  knowing  listener 
realized  Freeman’s  entire  account  varied 
with  his  answer  to  another  question. 

Asked  whether  he  had  not  two  weeks  be¬ 
fore  the  initial  decision,  recommended  it  in 
detail  to  McNamara  in  a  letter.  Freeman 
simply  replied  “Yes.” 

SOMEONE  ELSE 

At  another  news  conference  on  Apr.  15, 
Freeman  had  said  that  he  didn’t  personally 
have  anything  to  do  with  the  decision. 

A  high  Agriculture  Department  official  of¬ 
fered  the  explanation  for  Freeman  that  some¬ 
one  else  in  the  department  other  than  Free¬ 
man  had  written  the  “Dear  Bob”  from 
“Orville”  letter. 

Then  Freeman  said  that  the  issue  “got 
ballooned  out  of  proportion  as  if  it  was  going 
to  have  a  major  effect  and  was  a  major 
agricultural  price-depressing  situation”  and 
added  that  “it  got  to  be  a  political  issue 
which  a  number  of  people  started  playing 
games  with.” 

Freeman  said:  “The  truth  of  the  matter  is 
they  weren’t  buying  some  bacon  and  weren’t 
buying  some  other  things,  but  they  were 
buying  other  things,  hams  instead  of  bacon.” 

LOWER-PRICED  ITEMS 

However,  the  Defense  Department  order  to 
reduce  prime  pork  purchases,  was  interpreted 
by  both  Agriculture  and  Defense  to  mean 
“bacon,  ham  and  pork  chops.” 

The  order  instructed  substitution  of 
lower-priced  items  such  as  “poultry,  eggs, 
sausage,  turkey,  seafood  and  selected  beef 
items.” 

Agriculture  Department  officials  and  Demo¬ 
cratic  congressmen  have  complained  that 
news  stories  failed  to  mention  that  farmers 
would  be  benefited  by  substitution  of  these 
other  products  for  prime  pork. 

On  other  questions  concerning  the  pork 
order,  Freeman’s  answers  did  not  jibe  with 
generally  accepted  facts. 

Several  congressmen  have  pointed  out  that 
the  Defense  Department’s  handling  of  the 
pork  order  would  have  permitted  certain  in¬ 
dividuals  to  have  “inside  information”  while 
the  general  public  did  not  know  about  it. 


The  first  general  news  story  on  the  order 
was  carried  by  the  Associated  Press  on 
Apr.  6,  seven  weeks  after  it  was  issued.  But 
Defense  Department  officials  acknowledged 
that  supply  personnel  were  routinely  inform¬ 
ing  meat  packing  firms  of  the  decision. 

Questioned  about  a  resolution  by  Senator 
John  Williams,  Republican  of  Delaware,  re¬ 
questing  an  investigation  of  information  on 
handling  of  the  pork  order  and  other  orders 
affecting  soybeans  and  hides.  Freeman  re¬ 
plied  : 

“No,  I  don’t  know  myself  where  the  com¬ 
plaint  about  allegedly  not  making  informa¬ 
tion  available  on  the  pork  thing  is  con¬ 
cerned,  because  it  was  available.  It  was 
known  and  announced,  and  it  was  given  un¬ 
usual  attention. 

“We  don’t  normally  announce  that  in¬ 
formation.  Changes  in  purchase  policies  are 
made  according  to  exigencies  of  the  market¬ 
place,  and  are  known  after  the  fact,  not  be¬ 
fore  the  fact. 

“And  in  this  case,  this  was  followed,  and 
subsequently  there  was  all  kinds  of  atten¬ 
tion  on  it,  and  I  have  never  been  able  myself 
to  understand  where  the  complaint  came 
from  that  information  was  being  withheld.” 

NO  LAXITY? 

Question:  “Well,  it  is  your  position  as  of 
now,  then,  that  all  of  this  was  handled  with 
the  proper  security  and  with  no  laxity  at 
all?” 

Answer:  “There  were  no  market  impli¬ 
cations  on  the  pork  thing  anyway.  That 
had  no  effect  on  the  market.” 

This  comment  seems  inconsistent  with 
Freeman’s  letter  to  McNamara  recommend¬ 
ing  the  order  as  a  means  “to  help  keep  do¬ 
mestic  food  prices  in  line,”  as  a  means  “to 
help  minimize  thp  price  impact  of  defense 
food  purchases”  and  as  a  significant  means 
of  affecting  prices. 

Freeman  became  vaguer  on  details  when 
questioned  again  about  when  the  Defense 
Department  order  became  public. 

PURCHASE  POLICIES 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  on  that  pork,  was 
it  not  true  that  the  information  got  out 
many  weeks  later  after  the  decision  was 
made?” 

Answer:  “I  don’t  know  exactly.  Let  me 
repeat  again  that  purchase  policies  are  not 
something  that  we  make  much  of.” 

Yet  on  Thursday,  the  day  before  the  press 
conference,  the  Agriculture  Department  was 
making  much  of  its  purchase  policies  and 
how  information  handling  about  them  can 
possibly  affect  the  market. 

The  department  specifically  waited  until 
after  the  markets  closed  Thursday  to  an¬ 
nounce  that  it  would  take  bids  to  buy  butter 
at  above  price  support  levels  for  the  school 
lunch  program. 

The  department  had  started  to  issue  the 
order  two  weeks  earlier  but  pulled  it  "back, 
because  it  feared  that  a  premature  “news 
leak”  had  given  a  market  advantage  to  some 
persons. 

% 

Freeman  Press  Conference,  June  3,  1966 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  has  your  Inspec¬ 
tor  General’s  soybean  investigation  been 
completed?  Do  you  have  anything  to  tell 
us  about  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes,  the  report  has 
been  completed,  and  it  will  be  released  pos¬ 
sibly  today,  or  certainly  the  first  part  of  next 
week. 

Question:  I  have  a  question  to  ask  you 
concerning  the  investigation — concerning  the 
nature  of  the  complaint:  Did  a  person  or 
persons  in  the  grain  trade  complain  that  an¬ 
other  person  in  the  trade  had  taken  unfair 
advantage  of  him  due  to  having  advance 
information  of  the  February  10  order? 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  two  questions. 
I  can  answer  the  first  one.  I  am  informed 
that  yes,  a  complaint  was  made,  that  one 


had  information.  As  to  whether  that  per¬ 
son  was  identified,  and  the  nature  of  what 
he  did,  I  have  not  read  the  report  in  detail, 
and  I  don’t  know  the  answer  to  that  ques¬ 
tion.  I  am  sure  that  information  will  be 
available  when  the  report  is  released. 

Question:  Is  there  anything  in  this  soy¬ 
bean  speculation  limitation  as  to  time?  My 
understanding  is  it  was  limited  to  that  Feb¬ 
ruary  10  date. 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Question:  To  February  10  itself? 

Secretary  Freeman.  To  the  complaint  that 
was  registered  that  reviewed  the  circum¬ 
stances  and  conditions  around  that  com¬ 
plaint. 

Question:  Was  there  no  effort  then  made 
to  look  into  the  circumstances  several  days 
earlier,  a  weelr  or  so  earlier,  and  informa¬ 
tion  I  understand  would  have  been  available 
in  the  Department  relative  to  what  the  de¬ 
cision  was? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  would  have  to  check 
the  report  on  that.  You  could  talk  to  the 
Inspector  General,  which  I  think  you  have 
done. 

Question:  I  just  wondered  what  your  sit¬ 
uation— — 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  don’t  know. 

Question:  What  you  know  about  it,  and 
whether  there  was  an  effort  made  to  limit 
this  thing  to  the  one  day  when  you  had  in¬ 
formation  floating  around  here.  As  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  over  the  weekend  prior  to  that - 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  don’t  recall  too 
much,  but  I  don’t  think  there  was  any  in¬ 
formation  floating  around,  Clark,  because  a 
decision  had  not  been  made  as  to  what 
would  be  in  that  message.  I  was  out  of  the 
country. 

Question:  There  were  no  memoranda  float¬ 
ing  around  the  Department  the  weekend 
prior  to  that? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  were  all  kinds  of 
memoranda  and  all  kinds  of  speech  drafts, 
but  the  decision  on  it  was  made  over  on 
Pennsylvania  Avenue,  and  those  decisions 
are  usually  not  made  too  far  ahead  of  time, 
as  you  are  well  aware.  I  was  not  here.  I 
was  in  Vietnam. 

Question:  It  is  a  pretty  good  indication— 
the  drafts,  if  you  have  those  ahead  of  time, 
which  we  once  in  a  while  run  into,  are  pretty 
good  indicators  of  where  things  are  going. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Quite  the  contrary.  I 
would  be  forced  to  disagree  with  you.  I  have 
found  sometimes  they  are  pretty  good  indi¬ 
cations  of  what  is  not  going  to  happen. 

[Laughter.] 

Question:  Have  you  got  a  couple  of  good 
examples  you  want  to  tell  us  about? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Let’s  you  and  I  go 
and  have  a  cup  of  coffee  sometime.  I  don’t 
want  to  be  publicly  exposed.  [Laughter.] 

Question :  Mr.  Secretary,  your  dairy  action 
of  yesterday,  to  offer  to  purchase  butter  un¬ 
der  709,  the  new  law — this  didn’t  work  so 
well  not  so  long  ago.  How  far  are  you  go¬ 
ing  to  go  into  it  before  you  go  into  support 
increases? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I’m  afraid  we’ll  have  to 
say,  “We’ll  see.”  The  amount  we  will  buy 
will  depend  on  what  they  are  willing  to  take 
at  a  fair  price. 

Question:  Would  you  be  willing  to  go  a 
little  higher  than  before? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  guess  a  little  higher, 
or  we  wouldn’t  have  tried  again. 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  getting  back  to 
the  February  10  soybean  decision,  to  your 
knowledge  when  was  this  decision  finally 
firmed  up  by  the  White  House?  On  what 
day? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  don’t  know,  Nick, 
but  I  would  suspect  only  at  the  very  last 
minute,  which  is  usually  the  case.  The 
President  reads  these  messages  and  meditates 
over  them,  and  it  is  quite  usual  they  will  be 
changed  minutes  before  the  announcement. 
In  this  case,  this  was  an  area  in  which  it  was 
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subject  to  change,  and  we  all  knew  that,  be¬ 
cause  it  was  an  area  that  had  some  implica¬ 
tions,  budgetwise,  had  some  implications  in 
terms  of  prices,  and  it  was  obvisiously  quite 
sensitive. 

So,  I  repeat,  I  was  not  here,  but  if  this 
pattern— and  we  can  read  the  Inspector  Gen¬ 
eral’s  report  when  it  comes  out — but  there 
would  have  been  no  one  who  could  have 
said  with  any  assurance  that  that  section 
would  be  in  that  message  until  it  was  actu¬ 
ally  released  by  the  President  and  he  gave 
his  go-ahead.  And,  as  I  say,  I  don’t  know 
precisely  where  that  is,  but  I  think  the  re¬ 
port  will  probably  show  it. 

Question:  Senator  Williams  yesterday  put 
a  resolution  in  asking  for  an  investigation  of 
this  whole  area,  the  whole  soybean  matter, 
and  I  guess  it  is  considerably  broader  than 
that,  relative  to  the  subject  of  release  of  in¬ 
formation  in  these  commodity  areas. 

Have  you  found  any  problem  yourself  in 
the  release  of  information?  The  hides  field — 
there  has  been  some  complaint — the  decision 
in  Defense  on  pork.  By  hindsight,  do  you 
see  there  was  anything  that  was  done — 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  I  don’t  know 
myself  where  the  complaint  about  allegedly 
not  making  information  available  on  the 
pork  thing  is  concerned,  because  it  was 
made  available.  It  was  known  and  an¬ 
nounced,  and  it  was  given  unusual  attention. 
We  don’t  normally  announce  that  informa¬ 
tion.  Changes  in  purchase  policies  are  made 
according  to  the  exigencies  of  the  market¬ 
place,  and  are  known  after  the  fact,  not  be¬ 
fore  the  fact.  And  in  this  case,  this  was 
followed,  and  subsequently  there  was  all 
kinds  of  attention  on  it,  and  I  have  never 
been  able  myself  to  understand  where  the 
complaint  came  from  that  information  was 
being  withheld. 

Question:  Well,  it  is  your  position  as  of 
now,  then,  that  all  of  this  was  handled  with 
the  proper  security  and  with  no  laxity  at  all? 

Secretary  Freeman.  There  were  no  market 
implications  on  the  pork  thing  anyway. 
That  had  no  effect  on  the  market.  The  soy¬ 
beans,  of  course,  are  a  sensitive  thing  in  the 
market. 

I  think  I  can  answer  your  question  by  say¬ 
ing  we  take  very  stringent  and  strong  meas¬ 
ures  here  in  the  Commodity  Credit  Board 
and  in  the  release  of  information,  as  you  are 
well  aware,  on  the  crop  reports  and  estimates. 
We  have  a  highly  developed  and  very  sophis¬ 
ticated  security  system  on  the  crop  reports, 
which  are  the  most  sensitive. 

Question:  You  feel  that  the  others  lived 
up  to  that  same  high  standards  in  the  han¬ 
dling  of  these  other  matters,  including  the 
soybeans  and  pork  and  other  things — they 
have  all  retained  that  same  high  quality? 

Secretary  Freeman.  As  far  as  I  know,  yes, 
as  far  as  I  know. 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  on  that  pork,  was 
it  not  true  that  the  information  got  out 
many  weeks  later  after  the  decision  was 
made? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  don’t  know  exactly. 
Let  me  repeat  again  that  the  purchase  poli¬ 
cies  are  not  something  that  we  make  much  of. 

Question:  From  time  to  time,  when  you 
end  a  purchase  program,  you  announce  it 
ahead  of  time  here. 

Secretary  Freeman.  Well,  I  don’t  know 
what  their  policies  are  in  connection  with  it. 
I  really  can’t  answer  the  question,- 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  isn’t  that  some¬ 
thing  you  are  involved  in  very  much,  I  mean 
the  purchase  policy  in  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment,  of  this  magnitude? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  really  not. 

Question:  It  isn’t? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No.  The  Defense  De¬ 
partment  buys  in  the  market  according  to  the 
requirements,  where  they  can  maximize 
their  dollar  and  meet  their  nutritional  re¬ 
quirements. 

Question:  Was  that  the  point  here? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Sure. 


Staff  Member.  The  Defense  Department 
did  it. 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  did  it;  we  didn’t. 

Question:  No  coordination? 

Secretary  Freeman.  They  consult  with  us 
about  what  the  market  is  likely  to  be  and 
prices  are  likely  to  be,  but  it  is  exclusively  a 
Defense  Department  decision. 

Question:  They  weren’t  interested  in  af¬ 
fecting  the  market  at  all  with  this  matter? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  not  at  all — not  in¬ 
volvement  whatsoever,  and  it  didn’t  affect 
the  market  any  that  I  know  of. 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  just  as  a  matter 
of  history,  can  you  tell  us  now  why  it  was 
that  Mr.  Vance  wrote  a  letter  on  a  Monday 
saying  that  the  pork  purchase  policy  would 
remain  in  effect  until  September,  and  it  was 
just  a  day  later  that  your  exchange  of  let¬ 
ters  with  Secretary  McNamara  occurred  turn¬ 
ing  this  thing  around. 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  don’t  know.  It 
would  be  conjecture  on  my  part,  because  I 
am  not  Mr.  Vance,  and  I  haven’t  discussed 
it  with  him,  but  perhaps  what  happened 
to  him  is  something  that  sometimes  happens 
to  me,  that  I  get  something  from  someone 
that  seems  to  have  credence,  and  something 
the  next  day ^that  contradicts  it.  Then  I 
get  angry  and  try  to  find  out  who  sent  me 
misleading  memoranda  so  I  don’t  know. 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary,  on  the  pork  pur¬ 
chases,  isn’t  it  a  fact  that  about  two  weeks 
before  the  initial  decision  to  cut  purchases 
by  50  per  cent,  under  your  signature  there 
went  out  a  “Dear  Bob”  letter  to  Secretary 
McNamara,  recommending  in  detail  exactly 
what  he  did,  cutting  pork  purchases  50  per 
cent? 

Secretary  Freeman.  Yes. 

Question:  What  was  your  purpose,  to  take 
care  of  the  Armed  Services  and  their  budget? 

Secretary  Freeman.  To  cooperate  with  my 
colleague  who  is  trying  to  rim  as  frugal  a 
Department  as  he  can. 

Question:  Mr.  Secretary - 

Secretary  Freeman.  That  is  a  laudable  ob¬ 
jective,  don’t  you  think.  Bill? 

Question:  It  sounds  that  way. 

[Laughter.] 

Question:  Was  your  letter  written  at  the 
direction  of  the  President? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No,  no. 

Look,  let’s  not  play  games.  This  is  a 
sensitive  thing.  The  Defense  Department, 
because  prices  of  pork  went  up,  cut  back 
on  their  purchasing.  This  then  got  ballooned 
out  of  proportion  as  if  it  was  going  to  have 
a  major  effect  and  was  a  major  agricultural 
price-depressing  situation. 

The  truth  of  the  matter  is  they  weren’t 
buying  some  bacon  and  weren’t  buying  some 
other  things,  but  they  were  buying  other 
things,  hams  instead  of  bacons.  There  were 
all  sorts  of  adjustments  that  were  perfectly 
normal  and  perfectly  usual.  This  then  got 
to  be  a  political  issue  which  a  number  of 
people  started  playing  games  with. 

As  a  part  of  that,  we  took  a  look,  and  by 
that  time  the  prices  of  pork  went  going  down. 
It  was  perfectly  consistent  that  pursuant  to 
long-standing  policy  the  Defense  Department 
now  would  go  back  into  buying  some  of  these 
items  that  now  cost  less.  At  that  point  I 
talked  to  my  colleague  and  squash  partner, 
Mr.  McNamara,  and  said,  “Look,  here’s  the 
situation  in  connection  with  it,  and  I  wish 
you’d  take  a  look  at  this  and  if  you  can  do 
this,  this  will  be  just  generally  helpful.  It 
will  help  to  meet  some  of  these  charges  that 
just  aren’t  true.” 

And  he  said,  “Drop  me  a  note  in  connection 
with  it,  and  I  will  look  into  it.” 

I  came  back  and  wrote  him  what  has  been 
called  a  “Dear  Bob”  letter,  and  a  lot  has 
been  read  into  this. 

It  is  just  that  simple.  Some  people  started 
playing  politics  with  the  fact  the  Defense 
Department  wasn’t  buying  pork  for  a  while 
because  it  cost  too  much.  When  the  price 
dropped,  I  said,  “Please  buy  some  because 


June  8,  1966 

we  can  meet  these  political  charges  that  are 
phony.” 

He  said,  drop  me  a  note,”  and  he  checked 
with  the  purchasing  people  and  thought  he 
could  buy  some,  and  that  is  what  he  did. 

Question:  In  connection  with  the  political 
business,  how  do  you  feel  about  Horace  God¬ 
frey’s  letters  out  to  the  State  committees? 
Do  you  think  that  was  a  good  thing  to  do? 

Secretary  Freeman.  I  don’t  see  anything 
political  in  it.  I  think  it  is  a  matter  of  in¬ 
forming  some  of  these  committeemen  who 
had  written  in  and  asked  about  it.  He  is 
now  sending  out  some  briefs. 

Question:  You  don’t  see  anything  political 
about  it? 

Secretary  Freeman.  No. 

Question:  That  is  interesting,  too.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Secretary. 

(Whereupon,  at  10:43  a.m.,  the  press  con¬ 
ference  was  adjourned.) 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
ported  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Delaware,  which  was  ac¬ 
cepted  by  the  Senate,  relating  to  the  $10,- 
000  maximum  payments  to  be  made  un¬ 
der  the  bill.  I  cannot  understand  why  it 
was  rejected  in  the  conference  report. 

My  recollection  is  that  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  a  former  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  strongly  supported  this  amend¬ 
ment.  It  seems  to  me  that  since  we  are 
dealing  primarily  with  disaster-type  leg¬ 
islation,  in  which  no  differentiation  is 
made  between  the  farmer  who  has  in¬ 
curred  the  expenses  of  cultivating  and 
planting  a  crop  and  the  farmer  who  has 
not,  some  limitation  certainly  ought  to 
be  placed  in  the  bill. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  Insist  on 
the  amendment  which  was  eliminated  by 
the  committee  of  conference. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  should  like  to  ask 
if  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaivare  can  approximate 
how  much  time  their  discussion  will  re¬ 
quire.  Many  Senators  have  asked  me 
about  the  status  of  the  pending  bill. 
Could  the  Senator  from  Delaware  advise 
me? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  can 
promise  that  I  shall  keep  my  remarks 
as  brief  as  possible.  I  cannot  estimate 
the  time  because  I  really  do  not  know 
how  much  time  will  be  necessary. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  finished. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  The  problem  is 
that  an  amendment  ought  to  be  pending, 
and  that  Senators  may  know  whether 
the  bill  will  go  over  until  tomorrow  or 
whether  they  should  remain  in  attend¬ 
ance  in  anticipation  of  a  vote  on  the 
truth  in  packaging  bill. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Should  not  an  amend¬ 
ment  be  pending? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Really 
the  discussion  of  this  conference  report 
is  germane  to  the  pending  bill,  because 
the  bill  before  the  Senate  relates  to  truth 
in  packaging  and  I  am  trying  to  get  a 
little  truth  in  Government.  This  is  ap¬ 
propriate.  Therefore,  the  discussion  on 
the  conference  report  is  germane,  even 
if  it  has  to  go  over  until  tomorrow.  I 
am  only  trying  to  outline  the  truth  con¬ 
cerning  this  give-away  proposal. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  am  merely  try¬ 
ing  to  get  some  truth  as  to  how  long  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  will  speak. 
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Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
take  whatever  time  I  believe  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Very  well. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
not  going  to  try  to  delay  the  matter, 
but  I  am  not  going  to  be  under  any  re¬ 
stricted  time,  either. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  mentioned  the 
fact  that  last  week  I  offered  a  resolution 
requesting  the  Agriculture  Committee  to 
investigate  a  leak  which  developed  in 
connection  with  an  announcement  made 
by  the  President  concerning  the  soybean 
program.  The  President  has  recognized 
that  a  leak  occurred,  and  according  toj 
the  press  he  has  asked  the  Inspector 
General  to  investigate  the  matter. 

The  Agriculture  Committee  should 
also  investigate  the  matter,  because 
leaks  such  as  this  affect  markets  and 
hurt  the  American  farmers. 

Since  offering  the  resolution,  however, 
I  have  found  out  substantially  what 
happened. 

In  the  past,  when  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  been  about  to  make  a 
major  announcement  affecting  prices, 
the  custom  always  has  been  to  make 
such  an  announcement  after  the  market 
closes  and  before  it  opens  in  the 
morning. 

In  this  instance,  the  President  felt  that 
this  announcement  would  be  favorable 
to  the  farmer,  and  so  he  issued  instruc¬ 
tions  that  instead  of  the  announcement 
being  made  that  night  it  be  held  over 
until  his  next  press  conference,  which 
was  scheduled  for  the  next  day  at  noon, 
so  that  he  could  make  this  politically 
popular  announcement  himself. 

I  understand  that  in  order  to  obtain 
broad  coverage  of  this  announcement,  a 
mimeographed  statement  was  prepared 
for  the  press,  and  it  was  marked  “not 
to  be  released  before  12  o’clock-” 

With  this  background  they  do  not 
have  to  do  a  great  deal  of  investigating 
to  find  out  who  leaked  this  premature 
announcement. 

Announcements  affecting  markets 
should  be  made  by  the  Departments  in¬ 
volved  after  the  market  closes  and  not 
held  over  for  the  President’s  press  con¬ 
ference.  All  announcements  should  be 
made  by  the  agency  involved  as  soon  as 
the  determination  is  made  and  before 
the  market  is  opened  in  the  morning. 

So  long  as  these  announcements  are 
held  up,  as  in  this  instance,  to  give  the 
President  an  opportunity  to  make  a 
grandstand  speech,  the  next  day  markets 
will  be  affected. 

Although  we  know  how  the  leak  de¬ 
veloped  in  this  instance,  we  should  now 
learn  who  made  the  extra  money  as  a 
result  of  knowing  in  advance  that  the 
favorable  announcement  was  to  be  made. 

Someone  with  this  inside  knowledge 
could  have  made  a  fortune. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MURPHY.  Has  it  not  been  the 
custom  to  release  these  notices  after  the 
close  of  business  that  day,  in  order  to 
prevent  the  possibility  of  anyone  trading 
in  futures  in  the  commodities  affected? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Not 
only  that  has  been  the  custom,  but  also 
the  men  in  the  Department  who  worked 
on  the  compilation  of  the  statistics  from 
which  the  decision  would  be  made  would 
go  into  a  room  on  a  certain  day  to  com¬ 
pile  and  analyze  these  statistics.  They 
would  be  locked  in  the  room  and  would 
not  be  allowed  to  leave  until  the  market 
had  closed.  They  would  then  hand 
their  decision  to  the  Secretary,  and  it 
would  be  immediately  released  to  the 
press.  The  announcement  would  be 
made  so  that  all  American  citizens  would 
have  it  before  the  markets  opened  the 
next  day,  and  no  one  would  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  cash  in  on  inside  informa¬ 
tion. 

In  this  instance  the  decision  had  to  be 
sent  to  Pennsylvania  Avenue  so  that  by 
announcing  it  the  President  could  re¬ 
ceive  credit.  I  now  give  him  the  credit 
for  announcing  it,  but  I  also  give  him  the 
credit  for  the  leak. 


MR  PACKAGING  AND  LABELING 
ACT 

Ttfte  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  oSNthe  bill  (S.  985)  to  regulate  inter¬ 
state  anS  foreign  commerce  byprevent¬ 
ing  the  use  of  unfair  or  deceptive  meth¬ 
ods  of  packaging  or  labeling  of  certain 
consumer  commodities  distributed  in 
such  commerck  and  for  mother  purposes. 

Mr.  COTTONS.  W ill  Die  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMSkof Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON,  u/is  for  the  purpose 
of  asking  unanimmik  consent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS'  of '‘Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  COTTON/  Mr.  President,  in  order 
that  there  may  be  an  amendment  pend¬ 
ing  on  the  n/fckaging  bill,\s  it  in  order 
to  ask  unammous  consent  t\  present  an 
amendment  to  be  pending  without  the 
consideimion  of  the  conference,  report? 

The  /RESIDING  OFFICER  (M*h  Har¬ 
ris  hy the  chair) .  The  Senator  may  do 
so,  / ith  unanimous  consent  of  the  Sgn- 
ay 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  ask  unanimous  corfv 
;ent  to  be  permitted  to  call  up  and  have"' 
pending  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton] 
No.  576. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COTTON.  It  is  a  fairly  long 
amendment,  and  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  reading  of  the  amendment 
be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  on  page  25,  between 
lines  16  and  17,  insert  the  following  new 
section: 

Sec.  8.  In  order  to  prevent  certain  unfair 
practices  that  deprive  manufacturers  and  re¬ 
tailers  of  the  protection  they  should  enjoy 
on  the  basis  of  fair  competition  and  to  pro¬ 
tect  consumers  by  guaranteeing  fair  prices 
and  quality  goods  and  to  assist  consumers  in 
making  price  comparisons,  and  for  other 
purposes,  section  5(a)  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraphs: 

“ (7)  The  owner  of  a  brand,  name,  or  trade¬ 


mark  shall  be  deemed  to  retain  his  property 
rights  therein,  and  in  the  trade  ana  public 
good  will  symbolized  thereby,  regardless  of 
any  sale  or  transfer  of  the  goods  to  which 
such  brand,  name,  or  trademark:  relates,  and 
no  such  sale  or  transfer  shall/be  deemed  to 
diminish  or  extinguish  any  such  rights. 

“(8)  Any  person  who  resells  goods  identi¬ 
fied  by  a  distinguishinaAbrand,  name,  or 
trademark,  either  on  thg  label,  container,  or 
dispenser  thereof,  may /ghtfully  employ  such 
brand,  name,  or  trademark,  but  only  in  ef¬ 
fecting  the  resale  of  such  goods  and  subject 
to  the  following  previsions  of  this  paragraph. 
If  goods  usable  far  the  same  general  purpose 
are  available  to/he  public  from  sources  oth¬ 
er  than  the  owner  of  such  brand,  name,  or 
trademark,  and  are  in  free  and  open  compe¬ 
tition  ther/vith,  the  right  of  any  person  to 
employ  sykh  brand,  name,  or  trademark  in 
effecting/'resale  of  goods  so  identified  may  be 
revoke/  for  a  period  not  exceeding  one  year 
by  the  owner  of  such  brand,  name,  or  trade- 
mait,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(bO)  of  this  subsection,  on  written  and 
£ted  notice  of  revocation,  if,  within  ninety 
/days  prior  to  the  date  of  the  written  notice 
of  revocation — 

“(A)  such  person  has  employed  goods  bear¬ 
ing  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  bait  merchandising  practices; 

“(B)  such  person,  after  written  notice 
given  by  such  owner  of  such  owner’s  current¬ 
ly  established  resale  price  or  price  range,  has 
advertised,  offered  for  sale,  or  sold  any  such 
goods,  acquired  by  such  person  after  he  has 
been  given  such  notice,  at  a  price  other  than 
such  currently  established  resale  price  or  at 
a  price  not  within  such  currently  established 
resale  price  range;  or 

“(C)  such  person,  with  intent  to  deceive 
purchasers,  has  published  a  misrepresenta¬ 
tion  or  misrepresentations  concerning  such 
goods. 

The  owner  of  a  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
who  avails  himself  of  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (7)  to  (17)  of  this  subsection  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  resale  price  or 
price  range  shall  thereby  subject  himself, 
without  respect  to  the  amount  in  contro¬ 
versy,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  court, 
of  the  United  States  for  any  district  in  which 
goods  identified  by  such  brand,  name,  or 
trademark  are*  offered  for  sale,  but  such 
jurisdiction  shall  apply  (i)  only  for  the  ad¬ 
judication  of  issues  involving  the  goods 
covered  by  such  paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  and 
(ii)  only  if  the  owner  of  such  brand,  name, 
vor  trademark  is  not  subject  to  process  in  the 
spurts  of  the  State  in  which  such  purchaser 
juired  such  goods. 

U) )  Notwithstanding  revocation  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (8)  of  this  subsection  of  the 
right  a  person,  in  reselling  goods,  to  em¬ 
ploy  th\  brand,  name,  or  trademark  which 
identifiesVuch  goods— 

“(A)  such  person  may,  in  the  regular 
course  of  hik  business  and  within  a  reason¬ 
able  time  after  the  date  of  such  revocation, 
sell  all  such  grads  of  which,  on  such  date, 
he  is  possessed:  provided,  That  in  such  sale 
he  shall  commit  none  of  the  acts  described 
in  subparagraphs  (N,  (B),  and  (C)  of  such 
paragraph  (8);  or 

“(B)  if  such  person iVnromptly  upon  such 
revocation,  shall  have  supplied  to  the  owner 
of  such  brand,  name,  or\±rademark  a  cor¬ 
rect  itemized  listing  of  the  naventory  of  such 
goods  with  a  statement  of  tnk  price  paid  per 
item  and  the  total  price  (incihding  trans¬ 
portation  costs)  paid  therefor,  together  with 
a  firm  offer  to  sell  and  deliver  ail  such  in¬ 
ventory  to  such  owner  at  any  time  within 
ten  days  thereafter  upon  payment  \f  such 
total  price  plus  the  cost  of  transportation  to 
the  owner  in  the  manner  directed  byVuch 
owner,  then  such  person,  upon  expiration 
of  the  ten-day  term  of  such  offer  wit  hot 
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acceptance  may  so  sell  such  goods  in  such 
inventory,  in  the  regular  course  of  his  busi¬ 
ness  and  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter, 
without  restriction  as  to  price,  in  which  event 
each  advertisement  of,  or  offer  to  sell,  such 
goods,  shallNstate  plainly  that  the  right  of 
the  reseller,  offering  such  goods,  to  employ 
in  any  way  thK  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
carried  by  the  ghpds  has  been  revoked  as  to 
any  such  goods  not  in  that  reseller’s  pos¬ 
session  at  the  timexjf  such  revocation. 

“(10)  Any  person  whose  right  to  employ  a 
brand,  name,  or  trademark  has  been  revoked 
by  the  owner  thereof  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraph  (8) Npf  this  subsection, 
and  who  thereafter,  excepf\as  authorized  by 
paragraph  (9)  of  this  subsection,  resells 
goods  identified  by  such  br'and,  name,  or 
trademark,  or  who  otherwise  employs  such 
brand,  name,  or  trademark  in  effecting  re¬ 
sale  of  such  goods  or  any  other  g^ods,  shall 
be  liable  in  a  civil  action  for  damages  and 
injunctive  relief  by  the  owner  of  thcKbrand, 
name,  or  trademark,  to  prevent  and  restrain 
further  violations  of  paragraphs  (7)  to  \l7), 
inclusive,  of  this  subsection.  Such  owber 
may  sue  in  any  district  court  of  the  Unit? 
States  in  the  district  in  which  defendant 
resides  or  does  business  or  in  which  the 
alleged  violation  occurred,  without  respect 
to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  (i)  recover  the  amount  of  any 
damages  sustained,  (ii)  injunctive  relief  to 
prevent  and  restrain  further  violations  of 
paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection,  whether  or  not  specific  money 
damages  are  established,  and  (iii)  recover 
the  cost  of  suit.  Any  injunction  granted 
under  clause  (ii)  of  this  paragraph  shall 
remain  in  effect  for  not  more  than  one  year 
from  the  date  it  is  granted  unless  it  is  the 
second  or  a  subsequent  such  injunction 
issued  against  the  same  defendant  in  favor 
of  the  same  plaintiff  in  which  case  it  may 
be  a  permanent  injunction;  except  that  any 
such  injunction,  upon  petition  of  such  plain¬ 
tiff,  may  be  vacated  unconditionally  by  the 
court  granting  it. 

“(11)  In  any  proceeding  under  paragraph 
(10)  it  shall  be  a  defense  for  the  defendant 
(A)  to  establish  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
used  due  diligence  to  effectuate  observance 
or  enforcement  of  plaintiff’s  rights  under 
paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection  against  other  persons  who  are  in 
substantial  competition  with  the  defendant 
and  who  are  known  to  plaintiff  to  be  violat¬ 
ing  the  same  subparagraph  of  paragraphs 
(8)  of  this  subsection  on  which  revocation 
of  the  defendant’s  right  to  employ  the  brand, 
name,  or  trademark  was  based  or  (B)  toy 
establish  that  the  plaintiff  has  sold  the  sany 
kind  of  goods  of  like  grade  and  quality 
the  goods  involved  in  such  proceeding  to 
aonther  person  similarly  situated  Under 
terms  more  favorable  or  at  lower  prices  than 
those  under  which  the  plaintiff  offered  such 
goods  for  sale  to  the  defendant. 

"(12)  No  action  pursuant  hereto  shall  pre¬ 
clude  remedial  action  otherwise /available  for 
wrongful  use  of  a  brand,  name/or  trademark. 

“(13)  Paragraphs  (7)  to  All),  inclusive, 
of  this  subsection  shall  apnly  to  all  acts  and 
transactions  of  the  character  referred  to 
therein,  in  or  affecting  commerce,  which  Con¬ 
gress  may  lawfully  regelate,  but  where  the 
owner  of  a  brand,  name,  or  trademark  avails 
himself  of  any  right  or  remedy  provided  in 
pargagraphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection,  such /action  shall  not  cause  any 
act  or  transaction  not  otherwise  in,  affecting, 
or  related  to,  A>mmerce  to  be  an  activity  or 
transaction  in,  affecting,  or  related  to,  com¬ 
merce.  If  Any  State,  by  any  provision  of  its 
constitution  adopted,  or  by  any  law  enacted, 
after  this  paragraph  takes  effect,  prohibits 
resale  /price  maintenance  in  such  State 
through  the  exercise  of  paragraphs  (7)  to 
( 17/  inclusive,  of  this  subsection,  then, 
while  such  provision  or  law  is  in  effect,  such 
aragraphs  shall  not  authorize  the  estab¬ 


lishment  or  enforcement  of  any  resale  price 
or  resale  price  range  with  respect  to  any  re¬ 
sale  in  such  State  of  any  goods  if  such  goods 
so  resold  are  to  be  delivered  from  a  place  in 
such  State  to  a  purchaser  in  such  State  and 
are  not  to  be  resold  again  for  delivery  to  a 
purchaser  outside  of  such  State. 

“(14)  As  used  in  paragraphs  (7J  to  (17), 
inclusive,  of  this  subsection — 

“(A)  The  term  ‘person’  means  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  association,  or  corpora¬ 
tion. 

“(B)  The  term  ‘goods’  means  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise. 

“(C)  The  term  ‘currently  established  re¬ 
sale  price’  means  the  price  for  goods  iden¬ 
tified  by  a  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
specified  by  written  notice  invoking  para¬ 
graphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this  sub¬ 
section  given  by  the  owner  of  such  brand, 
name,  or  trademark  to  the  person  reselling 
such  goods. 

“(D)  The  term  ‘currently  established  re¬ 
sale  price  range’  means  all  prices  including 
and  between  the  minimum  and  maximum 
resale  prices  for  goods  identified  by  a  brand, 
name,  or  trademark,  specified  by  written 
notice  invoking  paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  in¬ 
clusive,  of  this  subsection  given  by  the 
fawners  of  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark, 
t\  the  person  reselling  such  goods. 

Each  such  currently  established  resale  pvfce 
and  \esale  price  range  shall  be  uniforin  at 
each  lWel  of  distribution,  except  for  reason¬ 
able  marketing  costs.  Such  owner/of  the 
brand,  name,  or  trademark  may  soVstablish, 
for  resale  \f  a  combination  of  two  or  more 
items  of  goods,  a  resale  price  or/price  range 
different  frorh  the  sum  of  the  currently 
established  resale  price  or  pAce  ranges  for 
the  items  whek  sold  individually.  Such 
owner  of  the  brHnd,  name,  or  trademark 
may  also  engage  inSother/promotional  activ¬ 
ities  not  made  un^a/ful  by  any  other 
statute. 

“(15)  All  rights  anil  Remedies  provided  in 
paragraphs  (7)  to/ (17)\inclusive,  of  this 
subsection,  to  o\«lers  of  av  brand,  name,  or 
trademark,  sha y  be  also  Nailable  to  any 
owner  of  a  brand,  name,  or  Nidemark  who, 
in  the  sale  At  goods  iidentNfd  by  such 
brand,  name,  trademark,  shall  \pmpete,  at 
any  level  At  distribution,  with  aky  reseller 
offering  /uch  goods;  Provided,  That  such 
owner  /hall  sell  such  identified  goods,  at 
whatever  level  of  distribution,  only  at  the 
pricer  or  within  the  price  range  currently 
established  by  such  owner  for  that  leve\of 
Distribution. 

‘(16)  The  following  transactions  shall  bi 
‘exempt  from  paragraphs  (7)  to  (15),  in¬ 
clusive,  of  this  subsection — 

“(A)  Sales  of  bulk  commodities  when  sold 
without  wrappers  or  containers. 

“(B)  Sales  by  any  officer  acting  under  the 
orders  or  authority  of  any  duly  constituted 
court;  or  sales  by  any  person  in  mitigation 
of  damages  or  enforcement  of  a  lien  or  other 
secured  interest  in  said  goods,  when  such 
person  is  not  primarily  engaged  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  goods  for  resale. 

“(C)  Sales  of  damaged,  deteriorated,  de¬ 
faced,  or  secondhand  goods,  when  plain  no¬ 
tice  of  the  condition  of  the  goods  is  given  to 
the  public. 

“(D)  Sales  of  drugs,  medicines,  and  devices 
for  which  either  Federal  or  State  law  or  regu¬ 
lations  requires  a  prescription  from  a  physi¬ 
cian,  dentist,  or  such  other  persons  as  the 
various  States  may  authorize  to  prescribe 
such  items. 

“(E)  Sales  to  or  by  the  Federal,  State,  or 
municipal  governments  or  their  political  sub¬ 
divisions  or  agencies. 

“(F)  Sales  to  charitable,  educational, 
medical,  and  religious  organizations,  for  their 
own  use  and  not  for  resale. 

“(17)  If  any  provision  of  paragraphs  (7) 
to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  or  the 
application  of  any  such  provision  to  any  per¬ 
son  or  circumstance  shall  be  held  Invalid  for 
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any  reason  it  is  the  intention  of  the 
gress  that  the  remaining  provisions  th 
shall  not  be  affected  but  shall  remain/n  full 
force  and  effect.’’ 


Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  from  Delaware/will  allow 
me,  I  ask  unanimous  c 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
Mr.  MAGNUSON. /i  ask  unanimous 
consent  for  the  yea/  and  nays  on  final 
passage  of  the  FaiyPackaging  and  Label¬ 
ing  Act. 

The  yeas  and/iays  were  ordered. 


TO  PERMIT  THE  PLANTING  OP  AL¬ 
TERNATE  CROPS— CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
^Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to  permit 
'the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acre¬ 
age  which  is  unplanted  because  of  a 
natural  disaster. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  it  would  be  well  to  outline  what 
the  bill  before  us  seeks  to  accomplish  and 
then  what  the  amendment  which  I  added 
to  the  bill  would  accomplish. 

Under  existing  law  if  the  farmers — we 
speak  first  of  cotton  farmers — plant  their 
crops  and  the  crops  are  destroyed  by  an 
act  of  nature  because  of  drought  or  be¬ 
cause  of  extremely  wet  weather — they 
can  collect  payments  from  the  Federal 
Government  of  9  to  10  cents  a  pound  for 
their  average  yield  of  cotton.  This 
amounts  to  approximately  $50  per  bale 
of  cotton.  Assuming  a  1-bale  acreage 
yield  they  can  collect  $50  per  acre.  If  it 
is  a  2 -bale  acreage  yield  they  can  collect 
$100.  As  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
pointed  out  the  other  day,  with  a  4 -bale 
yield  in  his  area  they  can  collect  as  much 
as  $200  per  acre.  In  addition,  after  this 
crop  loss  they  can  then  plant  soybeans. 
That  is  the  existing  law,  and  this  situ¬ 
ation  is  not  affected  at  all  by  the  rejec¬ 
tion  or  acceptance  of  the  proposed  bill  or 
the  proposed  amendment. 

A  second  provision  of  the  existing  law 
concerns  the  farmer  who  has  a  cotton 
allotment  and  who  was  going  to  plant 
cotton  but  it  rained  or  was  too  dry,  and 
he  did  not  plant  his  cotton.  That  man 
under  existing  law  can  still  collect  as 
much  as  $50  per  bale  for  every  bale  pro¬ 
duced,  which  averages  from  $50  to  $100 
and  sometimes  goes  up  to  $200  per  acre, 
but  he  cannot  plant  an  income-produc¬ 
ing  crop  on  this  acreage.  The  payment 
he  receives  under  existing  law  is  for  a 
crop  which  he  has  never  planted.  Re¬ 
member  this  farmer  has  had  no  cost 
whatsoever  for  seed,  fertilizer,  or  labor. 

The  pending  bill  provides  that  this 
same  individual,  who  has  not  planted  his 
crop  and  who  because  of  an  act  of  nature 
found  conditions  were  not  suitable  for 
the  crop  to  be  planted,  could  still  collect 
the  payments  as  provided  under  existing 
law — that  is,  $50  per  bale  for  the  previous 
production  and  in  addition  be*  allowed  to 
plant  soybeans  on  this  same  acreage. 
The  bill  as  originally  reported  gives  him 
a  right,  in  addition  to  collecting  these 
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payments,  to  raise  a  crop  of  soybeans  on 
the  same  land.  The  amendment  I  offered 
would  limit  payments  in  this  latter  case 
to  $10,000  per  producer. 

The  amendment  I  offered  dealt  not 
with  price  supports  at  all.  It  merely 
provided  that  if  the  fanner  elected  to 
raise  a  crop  of  soybeans  on  the  land, 
which  he  had  not  plowed  or  planted,  the 
maximum  payment  he  could  collect 
would  be  $10,000.  My  amendment  had 
nothing  whatever  to  do  with  his  pay¬ 
ments  on  diverted  acres  or  with  price 
supports.  That  was  very  clear. 

If  Senators  will  read  the  letter  which 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  has  sub- ' 
mitted  I  think  it  will  be  admitted  that 
that  letter  from  the  General  Counsel 
does  not  say  that  they  would  so  inter¬ 
pret  the  amendment.  It  merely  says 
that  the  Williams  amendment  “may” 
mean  the  adoption  of  a  one-price  cotton. 

Then,  continuing,  he  said  that  “if”  it 
relates  to  price  supports  it  “would  seem” 
to  do  certain  things.  This  is  a  fuzzy 
way  of  writing  a  letter.  It  is  interesting 
to  note  that  this  letter  is  signed  by  Mr. 
John  C.  Bagwell,  General  Counsel  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

That  name  seemed  familiar  to  me 
when  I  saw  it.  I  began  to  wonder  where 
I  had  heard  the  name  before.  Mr.  Bag- 
well  has  been  with  the  Department  for 
quite  a  while. 

For  some  reason  the  name  rang  a  bell. 
I  looked  in  the  files  and  found  that  the 
competency  of  Mr.  Bagwell  had  been 
questioned  before  the  Government  Op¬ 
erations  Committee.  Mr.  Bagwell  is  the 
same  man  who  wrote  the  fuzzy  rulings 
that  said  Billie  Sol  Estes’  activities  were 
legal.  He  is  the  same  man  who  wrote 
the  rulings  and  who  testified  before  the 
McClellan  committee.  At  that  time  he 
was  strongly  censored  by  the  McClellan 
committee  for  his  confusion  in  trying  to 
justify  the  illegal  acts  of  Billie  Sol  Estes 
by  declaring  them  legal  under  the  regu¬ 
lations  of  the  Department. 

I  have  no  confidence  in  any  man  who 
considered  Billie  Sol  Estes’  activities  to 
be  proper,  and  as  far  as  I  am  concerned 
Mr.  Bagwell  represents  nothing  more 
than  an  administration  rubberstamp. 

Mr.  Bagwell  was  strongly  criticized  by 
the  McClellan  committee  as  to  his  com¬ 
petence. 

I  shall  read  just  one  sentence  of  their 
report : 

Bagwell  said  that  the  renegotiations  could 
be  supported  as  a  legal  matter. 

Mr.  Bagwell  was  referring  to  Mr.  Billie 
Sol  Estes’  activities.  This  is  the  man 
who  in  1961  gave  the  Department  a  rul¬ 
ing  which  said  it  could  declare  all  the 
activities  of  Billie  Sol  Estes  to  be  legal. 

That  is  the  man  who  is  now  ti-ying  to 
interpret  this  amendment.  No  wonder 
there  is  confusion.  I  realize  that  Billie 
Sol  Estes  is  out  of  business  now.  How¬ 
ever,  it  is  interesting  to  note  that  if  Mr. 
Bagwell  had  had  his  way  and  Billie  Sol 
Estes  had  been  able  to  continue  his  oper¬ 
ations,  his  payments  would  be  limited  by 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  date  of  the  letter  from  Bagwell? 


Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  June  2. 

Mr.  MILLER.  To  whom  was  that  let¬ 
ter  directed? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  To  Mr. 
Cooley. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Was  that  letter  written 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  Depart¬ 
ment’s  position  on  the  bill  as  amended 
in  the  Senate  for  the  purpose  of  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  conference  committee? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  It  was  written  to  the 
conference  committee  in  an  effort  to  per¬ 
suade  them  to  reject  an  amendment  on 
which  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had 
said  in  a  press  conference  the  day  before 
he  would  have  to  recommend  a  veto  if  it 
were  accepted.  The  administration  is 
opposed  to  any  limitations.  They  want 
to  protect  these  large  operators. 

Mr.  MILLER.  May  I  ask  the  Senator 
to  repeat  what  he  said  in  the  letter?  As 
I  understand,  he  gave  no  definite  opin¬ 
ion.  He  merely  conjectured  that  it  might 
be  this  and  it  might  be  that. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The  let¬ 
ter  is  in  the  Record,  but  I  shall  read  two 
interesting  sentences: 

It  seems  clear  that  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment  may  mean  the  end  of  the  one-price  cot¬ 
ton  program  enacted  into  the  Pood  and  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1965. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Did  he  say  why? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  No,  and 
he  only  said,  “may.”  I  continue  to  read: 

We  interpret  this  language  to  mean  that 
any  price  support  payment  which  could  not 
be  made  except  pursuant  to  amendments 
added  by  H.R.  15151  (“this  Act”)  cannot  ex¬ 
ceed  $10,000  to  any  one  producer. 

In  the  last  paragraph  he  said: 

For  these  reasons  the  Williams  amendment 
would  seem  to  require  a  return  to  the  out¬ 
moded  two-price  cotton  program. 

He  said  that  it  “may”  do  certain  things 
and  if  so  it  “would  seem.”  This  vague¬ 
ness  is  what  aroused  my  interest.  His 
name  seemed  familiar.  I  recalled  after 
I  read  this  fuzzy  language  that  it  was 
the  same  man  who  had  written  the  fuzzy 
interpretation  concerning  Billie  Sol  Es¬ 
tes’  activities  and  had  said  that  in  his 
opinion  they  would  be  legal. 

Mr.  MILLER.  It  concerns  me  that  the 
conference  committee  knocked  out  the 
amendment  that  the  Senate  put  in  the 
bill.  The  conference  committee  seems  to 
have  done  this  on  the  strength  of  a  legal 
opinion  which  does  not  sound  very  defin¬ 
itive  to  me. 

During  the  debate  on  this  measure — 
and  my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana,  was  not  present  the  other  day — it 
was  emphasized  that  time  was  of  the  es¬ 
sence.  I  offered  an  amendment  to  refer 
the  bill  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  I  even  offered  to  do  it  for 
a  time  certain,  to  have  the  bill  reported 
back  today.  I  knew  that  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  was  going 
to  meet  this  morning. 

All  that  I  heard  from  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  and  two  or  three  of  his  col¬ 
leagues  was  that  time  was  of  the  essence 
and  that  all  kinds  of  catastrophies  would 
occur  if  the  bill  were  not  passed  at  that 
time. 

A  week  later  we  are  still  fighting  over 
the  bill.  If  my  motion  had  been  agreed 
to,  I  believe  that  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 


culture  and  Forestry  would  have  acted  on 
the  bill  this  morning  and  perhaps  made 
the  bill  a  very  sound  and  meaningful  one. 

The  bill  would  be  before  us  now  ready 
to  be  passed,  instead  of  having  all  the 
uncertainties  and  doubts  about  the 
measure. 

I  think  that  it  is  most  unfortunate. 
However,  it  does  demonstrate  one  rule 
that  I  think  all  of  us  have  learned  and 
should  have  adhered  to  a  long  time  ago. 
That  rule  is  that  haste  in  the  Senate 
does  make  waste.  I  said  to  my  friend, 
the  Senator  from  Missouri,  the  other 
day,  that  all  of  the  haste  was  something 
of  a  shibboleth  because  we  are  not  going 
to  get  good  legislation  when  we  rush  leg¬ 
islation  through  the  Senate.  This  dem¬ 
onstrates  what  will  result. 

It  is  too  bad  that  the  Williams  amend¬ 
ment  was  not  agreed  to  by  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee.  I  understand  that  the 
bill  without  it  does  lay  the  groundwork 
for  some  very  large  windfalls. 

We  have  been  subject  to  considerable 
criticism  in  the  press  for  passing  legisla¬ 
tion  which  has  given  rise  to  abuse.  This 
occurred  in  the  Billie  Sol  Estes  case. 

I  continually  receive  letters  from  people 
who  are  very  aggravated  about  the  fact 
that,  under  some  agricultural  legislation 
that  we  passed,  there  appeared  to  have 
been  excessive  windfalls. 

We  are  now  setting  up  the  groundwork 
for  more  windfalls. 

That  is  the  reason  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  supported  the  Williams 
amendment  last  week. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  voted  for  the  Wil¬ 
liams  amendment.  I  do  not  accept  the 
idea  that  this  legislation  would  provide 
a  windfall  for  someone. 

This  is  a  part  of  the  regular  price  sup¬ 
port  program.  There  are  no  exceptions 
in  it.  So  far  as  I  know,  there  is  no  limit 
on  any  price  support  program  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  total  payment. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  knows  that 
because  he  fought  hard  for  feed  grain 
programs  which  are  so  important  to  his 
State.  The  Senator  knows  that  the  prin¬ 
ciple  applies  to  the  feed  grain  and  wheat 
programs  just  as  it  does  to  cotton. 

No  windfall  would  be  provided  by  the 
bill.  What  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  tried  to  do — and  I  re¬ 
spect  him  for  it — was  what  he  has  tried 
to  do  time  after  time  on  legislation,  to 
impose  a  limit. 

The  Senate  voted  for  a  limit.  The 
measure  went  to  conference  with  the 
House.  I  made  the  arguments  of  the 
Senator  for  him  in  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee,  but  the  House  refused  to  yield 
and  the  measure  is  back  in  the  Senate. 

I  wanted  to  make  it  clear  that  this 
legislation  provides  no  windfall. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  position  of  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

I  want  the  amendment  considered  on 
its  merits.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky,  as  one  of  the  conferees  and  as 
a  member  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  will  agree  with  me 
that  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of  the 
amendment  does  not  have  anything  to 
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do  with  whether  we  would  have  a  one 
or  a  two-price  system  on  cotton. 

The  payments  that  I  restrict  under  the 
amendment  are  payments  made  only  to 
the  farmers  who  would  elect  to  plant 
their  implanted  alloted  acreage  in  soy- 
bo^ns 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  shall 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Missouri,  but 
I  shall  yield  first  to  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  North  Dakota.  I  am 
no  atorney,  but  I  would  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Delaware’s  appraisal  of  his 
amendment.  He  never  intended  to 
change  the  program;  he  merely  intended 
to  limit  the  amount  of  payments  a  farm¬ 
er  could  receive. 

Of  course  the  conferees  were  faced 
with  this  letter  from  the  General  Coun¬ 
sel  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
over  which  we  had  no  control;  and,  faced 
with  this  and  the  possibility  of  changing 
the  whole  cotton  program,  I  for  one  then 
signed  the  conference  report  to  delete 
the  Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  position.  This  let¬ 
ter  is  signed  by  the  same  man  who  like¬ 
wise  ruled  that  Billie  Sol  Estes’  activities 
were  legal.  That  is  all  I  can  say  for  his 
competence.  Of  course,  Billie  Sol  Estes 
is  now  in  jail,  or  at  least  he  was. 

All  that  this  amendment  does  is  to 
limit  the  payments  not  to  exceed  $10,000 
to  any  one  producer.  As  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  pointed  out  in  the  de¬ 
bate,  he  knew  of  one  farmer  who  had  a 
thousand  acres  of  cotton  allotment  on 
which  he  had  about  a  4-bale  yield  and 
that  without  this  amendment  that  man 
could  collect  over  $200,000.  Assuming 
that  he  was  in  a  disaster  area  and  de¬ 
clared  eligible  he  could  collect  this  $200,- 
000  check  from  the  Federal  Government 
on  his  thousand  allotted  acres  of  land  to 
which  he  had  never  put  a  plow,  and  he 
could  then  go  on  and  raise  a  thousand 
acres  of  soybeans,  collecting  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  the  soybeans. 

All  that  my  amendment  does  is,  if  this 
farmer  wishes  to  elect  to  put  the  land  in 
soybeans  he  could  only  collect  up  to  $10,- 
000;  but  if  he  does  not  wish  to  put  the 
acreage  in  soybeans  he  would  not  be  af¬ 
fected  under  my  amendment.  The 
amendment  would  impose  a  limit  only  if 
he  put  his  acreage  in  soybeans.  Why 
should  there  not  be  such  a  limit? 

That  same  formula  is  true  with  corn 
and  with  wheat;  and  that  raises  another 
question.  The  letter  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  deals  only  with  cotton.  Appar¬ 
ently  Mr.  Bagwell  did  not  know  that  the 
bill  as  it  passed  the  Senate  also  embraced 
wheat  and  corn,  so  will  he  now  say  we 
are  going  to  have  a  “two-price  system”  on 
wheat  and  corn  as  well.  To  be  right 
charitable  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Bagwell 
had  ever  read  the  bill. 

(Several  Senators  address  the  Chair.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
first  to  the  minority  leader. 


Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
questioned  the  majority  leader  about  the 
possibility  of  termination  of  the  session, 
since  a  good  many  Senators  have  already 
left  the  Hill  this  evening,  and  whether 
this  matter  might  go  over  until  tomorrow 
morning.  If  we  came  in  at  11  o’clock 
tomorrow,  I  respectfully  suggest,  and  had 
2  hours  of  debate,  we  could  vote  at  a 
time  certain,  namely,  1  o’clock,  if  that 
would  be  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  and  the  Senator  from  LouisL 
ana. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  have 
no  objection  to  finishing  this  tonight  or 
to  carrying  it  over  until  tomorrow.  I 
shall  be  guided  by  the  wishes  of  the  lead¬ 
ership.  I  can  give  assurance  that  we 
shall  not  take  long  tomorrow.  I  want  to 
get  the  matter  to  a  vote. 

The  trouble  with  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  to  vote  at  1  o’clock  is  that 
usually  most  will  stay  out  until  1  o’clock, 
and  until  that  time  there  are  but  two  or 
three  present  on  the  floor,  and  nobody 
will  know  what  it  is  about.  I  think  we 
would  have  more  interest  in  the  matter 
if  we  do  not  know  just  when  we  are  going 
to  vote. 

We  should  recognize  that  what  we  are 
doing  here  is  establishing  a  precedent  in 
the  agriculture  program — something 
that  has  never  been  heard  of  before. 
Several  years  ago  former  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  Henry  Wallace  proposed  that 
we  destroy  pigs  and  pay  the  farmers  for 
the  pigs  that  were  killed.  People  were 
shocked  at  that.  But  what  we  are  doing 
here  is  the  same  as  paying  farmers  for 
pigs  that  never  were  born;  we  are  paying 
farmers  for  crops  they  do  not  plant.  We 
are  paying  the  farmer,  here,  for  a  crop 
he  only  thought  he  might  want  to  grow, 
paying  him  up  to  $200,000  for  thinking 
about  growing  a  cotton  crop,  and  then, 
after  he  changes  his  mind  and  decides  to 
grow  a  soybean  crop  we  pay  him  over 
again. 

The  Congress  ought  to  recognize  what 
we  are  doing.  Let  me  cite  one  further 
example  of  how  this  would  work.  I 
know  of  one  farmer  in  the  State  of 
Arizona  who  is  renting  his  land  from 
the  State  of  Arizona — and  I  have  a  letter 
here  from  the  Governor’s  office  to  that 
effect — for  $3.60  to  $4.50  an  acre.  That 
farmer  can  collect,  based  on  the  produc¬ 
tion  average  figures,  up  to  $51.70  an  acre 
on  this  land  that  he  is  renting  from 
the  State  of  Arizona;  and  if  this  bill 
passes  he  can  turn  around  and  raise  a 
soybean  crop  on  the  same  acreage  getting 
price  supports. 

Is  that  what  Senatoi’s  want  to  do? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Well,  no,  because - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  know 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  does  not.  I 
should  not  ask  the  question.  But  I  want 
to  know  if  that  is  what  the  Senate  wishes 
to  do. 

I  have  much  respect  for  farmers.  I 
come  from  a  farming  area.  But  this  is 
not  a  bill  for  regular  farmers.  In  the 
State  of  Texas,  for  instance,  there  are 
167,208  cotton  farmers — and  I  respect  all 
of  them.  But  162,000  of  these  farmers 
are  not  affected  by  the  limitation.  I  do 
not  think  the  5,180  who  would  be  affected 
by  this  amendment  are  going  to  the 


poorhouse.  Particuarly  that  one  farmer 
who  would  collect  over  $200,000  for  a  crop 
he  had  never  planted. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  On  this  matter,  we 
have  had  six  roll  calls  on  amendments 
offered  by  my  distinguished  friend  from 
Delaware.  I  gave  him  a  vote  on  every 
one  of  them.  I  was  merely  trying  to  find 
out,  if  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  whether  we  can  let  this  go  over 
until  tomorrow.  I  am  not  particularly 
concerned  about  voting  at  a  time  certain. 

I  just  wanted  to  make  sure  that  those 
who  wished  to  do  so  would  be  able  to 
vote. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  am 
perfectly  willing  to  let  it  go  over.  I  will 
say  to  the  minority  leader  that  we  can 
have  an  early  vote.  I  will  add  that  I  am 
planning  to  make  a  motion  that  we  post¬ 
pone  consideration  on  this  conference 
report  until  June  15.  I  intend  to  sug¬ 
gest  this  for  the  purpose  of  letting  the 
Agriculture  Committee  do  what  it  should 
have  done  before;  that  is,  get  the  De¬ 
partment  officials  down  here  to  testify 
and  not  settle  for  some  fuzzy  letter  which 
in  effect  says  nothing  except  that  they 
are  against  any  limitations.  Let  them 
find  out  what  is  in  this  bill.  I  would 
think  that  the  members  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  themselves  should  be  in¬ 
terested  in  this  information. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  we  are 
dealing  here  with  a  bill  that  has  never, 
as  yet,  been  to  the  Agricultural  Commit¬ 
tees  of  either  the  House  or  the  Senate. 
It  was  introduced  as  a  clean  bill  in  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  passed  the 
same  day  that  it  was  reported  by  the 
committee.  The  bill  was  stopped  at  the 
desk  here  in  the  Senate  ahd  has  never 
been  to  the  committee. 

Any  measure  this  important  should  be 
given  some  consideration.  I  would  hope 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  would  go 
along  with  that  suggestion.  I  respect 
his  committee ;  I  served  on  that  commit¬ 
tee  a  number  of  years.  I  have  respect 
enough  for  that  committee  to  believe 
that  if  they  take  this  measure  to  the  com¬ 
mittee,  they  can  then  find  out  what  is 
in  the  bill.  I  think  it  would  also  be  well 
to  have  the  general  counsel  who  wrote 
this  letter  present,  either  to  testify — and 
I  am  not  too  sure  I  am  interested  in  his 
testimony — or  at  least  to  have  him  sit  as 
an  observer,  because  it  is  just  remotely 
possible  that  he,  too,  could  learn  some¬ 
thing.  At  least  I  will  say  this :  There  is 
room  for  his  enlightenment. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  majority  leader  whether  he  pro¬ 
poses  to  come  in  at  11  tomorrow? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Yes,  indeed;  and  I 
think  that  under  the  circumstances,  it 
might  be  best  not  to  seek  to  vote  at  a  time 
certain.  I  am  quite  sure  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  will  keep  his  word,  as 
always. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  assure 
the  majority  leader  that  it  will  not  take 
me  long  on  this  matter,  but  I  do  hesitate 
about  setting  it  for  a  vote  at  a  time  cer¬ 
tain  for  the  reason  that  most  Senators 
do  what  I  do  on  occasion: 
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They  figure,  “Well,  we  will  be  there  for 
the  vote.” 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  just  pointed  out  exactly  why 
I  say  this  bill  lays  the  foundation  for  a 
windfall.  Anybody  who  can  say,  when  a 
farmer  has  not  even  planted  or  cultivated 
his  land,  that  he  ought  to  be  entitled  to 
receive  full  payment  in  exactly  the  same 
amount  as  the  farmer  who  has  planted 
and  cultivated  his  land,  and  then  be  able 
to  turn  around  and  plant  a  soybean  crop, 
and  get  Government  price  supports  on  it, 
without  calling  that  a  windfall,  I  must 
say  does  not  have  the  same  concept  of  a 
windfall  that  I  do. 

But  I  do  know  this :  The  general  public 
read  stories  of  these  cases,  and  they  do 
not  like  it.  They  have  the  impression 
that  farmers  are  getting  some  unusual 
consideration  which  they  should  not  re¬ 
ceive.  I  do  not  know  of  very  many  farm¬ 
ers  who  want  to  have  windfalls.  They 
are  perfectly  willing  to  work  hard  to  get 
what  they  get.  They  do  want  fair  prices 
in  the  market  place. 

But  to  come  along  and  have  this  hastily 
considered  legislation  passed,  to  lay  a 
foundation  for  hastily  considered  wind¬ 
falls  of  this  nature,  seems  to  me  to  be 
wrong. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  has  stated 
examples,  not  only  this  afternoon  but 
during  the  debate  the  other  day,  of  how 
we  could  be,  by  passage  of  this  bill,  per¬ 
mitting  awfully  high  payments;  and 
that  was  the  reason  for  the  Williams 
amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That 
was  the  reason,  and  I  repeat  what  I  have 
said  time  and  again — there  was  no  in¬ 
tention  to  put  a  control  on  the  amount 
that  farmers  could  be  paid  under  the 
price  support  program  by  means  of  my 
amendment.  The  amendment  was  di¬ 
rected  very  clearly  only  to  those  pay¬ 
ments  that  would  be  made  under  this 
particular  act,  payments  made  to  those 
farmers  who  would  elect  to  use  this  un¬ 
planted  cotton  acreage  to  plant  soybeans. 

Those  restricted  payments  are  made  to 
farmers  who  would  elect  this  choice.  I 
said  a  moment  ago  that  we  are  dealing 
with  a  lot  of  money.  Do  not  misunder¬ 
stand.  There  are  millions  involved  in 
these  payments.  In  fact,  the  bulk  of  the 
money  is  paid  out  to  these  large  farmers. 

The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  has 
5,679  farmers  who  produce  cotton.  Not 
a  single  one  would  be  affected  by  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment.  Not  a 
single  one  comes  under  the  limitation  of 
the  amendment. 

The  State  of  Tennessee  would  have 
99  out  of  55,655  farmers  affected.  The 
State  of  Alabama,  with  96,100  farmers, 
would  have  only  229  farmers  who  could 
come  under  the  $10,000  limitation  of  the 
amendment. 

All  of  this  is  assuming  that  they  have 
the  average  yield  of  one  bale  per  acre. 
I  concede  that  there  are  some  with  better 
and  some  with  lower  yields,  and  those 
figures  could  be  changed  somewhat. 

The  State  of  Arizona,  with  3,965 
farmers,  would  have  481  farmers  who 
could  come  under  this  amendment. 

The  State  of  Kentucky,  with  1,001 
farmers,  would  have  but  1.  The  State 


of  Iowa  is  not  affected  at  all.  They  do 
not  have  cotton. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Did  the  Senator  give 
the  figures  for  the  State  of  Tennessee? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes,  but 
these  are  only  figures  as  to  cotton  pro¬ 
duction. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  the 
State  of  Tennessee  there  are  55,655  farm¬ 
ers  producing  cotton,  and  only  99  have 
acreage  in  excess  of  200  acres,  which  is 
the  cutoff  figure  as  far  as  the  amendment 
is  concerned. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  is  saying 
that  there  are  very  few  farmers  who 
could  be  benefited  by  this  bill  as  opposed 
to  the  Senate  bill.  I  take  it  that  he  is 
suggesting  some  of  that  very  few  can  reap 
very  large  payments. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
are  many  farmers  who  could  be  bene¬ 
fited  under  this  bill,  but  very  few  who 
could  get  in  excess  of  $10,000  plus  reap¬ 
ing  the  benefits  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  clearing  that  up. 

Does  the  Senator  have  an  estimate  as 
to  how  large  these  benefits  can  be? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son],  the  former  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  cited  one  specific  case  that  he  knew 
of  where  a  farmer  had  1,000  acres  with 
a  yield  of  4  bales  per  acre.  In  that  par¬ 
ticular  instance  that  man — assuming  this 
bill  passes  without  the  amendment — 
could  collect  $200,000  from  the  Federal 
Government  on  this  1,000  acres  of  land. 
We  are  assuming  he  never  put  a  plow  in 
the  ground,  did  not  plant,  but  just  in¬ 
tended  to  plant,  and  he  would  collect 
$200,000  from  the  Federal  Government. 
On  top  of  that  he  would  be  able  to  plant 
the  1 ,000  acres  in  soybeans  and  get  price 
support. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  He  could  collect  $200,- 
000  without  this  amendment. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  But  he 
could  not  raise  soybeans  on  this  same 
acreage  and  collect  price  supports. 
Under  existing  law  if  he  raises  soybeans 
he  loses  all  of  his  payments. 

Does  the  Senator  know  what  this  has 
done  to  the  soybean  farmers  since  the 
Secretary  has  said  that  the  administra¬ 
tion  would  knock  this  amendment  out? 
I  do  not  know  what  happened  today  but 
in  other  days  the  market  has  been  off  7 
cents  or  8  cents. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  My  State  has  one  cot¬ 
ton  farmer - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  It  has 
only  one  affected  by  the  amendment. 

Mr.  COOPER.  One  cotton  farmer 
who  could,  in  some  future  year  al¬ 
though  not  this  year,  be  affected  by  the 
Senator’s  amendment.  Furthermore,  I 
voted  for  the  amendment  of  the  Senator. 
In  addition,  I  voted  to  make  it  a  1- 
year  provision,  as  the  original  purpose 
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of  the  bill  was  to  meet  an  immediate 
situation. 

But  the  reason  I  have  entered  into  this 
debate  is  because  I  think  it  is  the  very 
kind  of  statements  made  here  today  that 
contributes  to  talk  about  the  farm  pro¬ 
grams. 

I  do  not  like  to  hear  a  kind  of  argu¬ 
ment  which  is  not  wholly  on  the  facts 
and  leads  to  such  talk. 

For  example,  a  statement  that  was 
made  a  moment  ago  that  gives  the  im¬ 
pression  that  this  bill  would  permit  some¬ 
one  to  collect — the  Senator  said  $200,000. 
I  am  sure  that  two  price  support  pay¬ 
ments  that  large  could  be  received  on 
some  farms.  However,  to  give  the  im¬ 
pression  that  because  of  this  bill - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  truth  is - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  They 
collect  it  as  a  result  of  the  bill  passed 
last  year,  which  I  opposed  at  the  time, 
but  it  is  the  law.  What  we  are  dealing 
with  here  is  an  expansion  of  that  law. 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  should  be  made 
clear,  because  we  know  that  under  the 
omnibus  bill  passed  last  year  if  a  cotton 
producer,  or  a  feed  grain  producer  in 
Iowa,  or  a  wheat  producer,  planted  his 
crop  and  it  was  washed  out,  he  would 
get  every  bit  of  the  program  benefits — 
for  diversion  payments  and  for  produc¬ 
tion  payments.  The  feed  grain  farmer  in 
Iowa  would  get  it.  The  wheat  farmer 
would  get  it.  The  cotton  farmer  would 
get  it. 

I  think  that  should  be  made  clear  in 
this  debate,  and  that  is  the  reason  I 
am  speaking  at  this  time. 

The  argument  of  the  Senator  is  giving 
the  impression  that  the  bill  before  us  to¬ 
day  provides  for  that  kind  of  payment. 
But  they  were  provided  in  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965,  and  the  reason 
those  payments  are  permitted  is  because 
the  objective  of  that  act  is  to  withdraw 
acreage  from  production. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  before  us  today 
is  to  place  the  man  who  has  not  been  able 
to  plant  his  cotton  in  the  some  position 
as  the  man  next  door  who  had  been  able 
to  plant  his  cotton — simply  providing 
that  both  could  sow  some  soybeans  if 
they  had  been  blotted  out  by  a  flood. 
That  is  it. 

Last  week  in  the  Senate  the  argument 
was  made  that  one  man  would  have 
spent  more  than  another;  but  this  is  no 
insurance  program.  I  agree  that  it 
superimposes  another  crop  they  could 
grow;  that  is  the  reason  I  voted  for  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator. 

I  have  entered  into  the  discussion  at 
this  time  because  some  are  getting  the 
impression  that  this  bill  permits  the  price 
support  payments,  and  that  is  not  correct. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  outlined  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  existing  law  and  the  present 
proposal  before  I  started.  I  shall  do  so 
again.  If  anyone  has  the  wrong  impres¬ 
sion  it  is  because  we  have  a  bad  law. 

Under  the  existing  law,  passed  last 
year,  in  the  case  of  the  farmer  who  plants 
his  cotton  crop  which  is  destroyed  as  a 
result  of  drought  or  excessive  rainfall, 
that  farmer  can  collect  these  benefits  to 
which  we  refer,  and,  in  addition,  under 
existing  law,  he  can  plant  soybeans. 
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Neither  the  bill  before  the  Senate  nor 
the  amendment  I  had  presented  in  any 
way  affects  that  phase  of  the  program. 

I  said  that  in  the  beginning. 

There  is  a  second  step  in  the  existing 
law.  The  farmer  who  has  these  acreage 
allotments  but  who  has  not  been  able 
to  plant  through  an  act  of  nature — either 
too  dry  or  too  wet — that  farmer  under 
existing  law  can  collect  these  payments, 
as  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
pointed  out,  but  he  cannot  plant  any 
income-producing  crops  on  that  acreage. 
That  is  the  existing  law. 

Mr.  COOPER.  To  boil  it  down,  all  this 
bill  does  is  to  let  a  fellow  sow  soybeans. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
not  correct.  This  bill  would  allow  him 
to  collect  those  payments  for  a  crop  he 
has  not  planted  and  then  put  in  an  in¬ 
come-producing  crop  such  as  soybeans, 
barley.  Under  the  pending  bill  he  could 
grow  those  crops  and  still  collect  his 
money.  My  amendment  merely  limits 
the  amount  he  could  collect  in  this  sec¬ 
ond  instance. 

As  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  pointed  out,  without  the 
amendment  one  individual  could  collect 
as  much  as  $200,000  on  his  1,000  acres 
and  then,  never  having  put  a  plow  in  the 
ground,  plant  soybeans  on  that  same 
acreage.  My  amendment  would  provide 
that  if  this  farmer  wanted  to  grow  soy¬ 
beans  he  could  still  do  it,  but  he  would 
forfeit  all  of  his  payments  except  $10,- 
000 — that  would  be  the  maximum.  Un¬ 
der  existing  law  he  would  forfeit  all  of 
his  payments  if  he  uses  the  acreage  for 
any  income-producing  crop. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is,  under  ex¬ 
isting  law  he  loses  his  payments  if,  not 
having  planted  his  cotton,  he  plants  some 
other  income -producing  crop;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  under  the  bill, 
if  he  is  prevented  from  planting  cotton, 
he  may  plant  some  other  commodity 
which  is  not  subject  to  an  adjustment 
program  and  still  receive  his  payments; 
is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  Thus,  what  we  are 
dealing  with  is,  we  allow  those  farmers 
to  collect  up  to  $10,000  on  payments  that 
they  would  get  under  existing  law. 

Just  how  that  limitation  can  be  inter¬ 
rupted  into  a  two-price  system  for  cotton 
is  something  which  takes  a  man  with  a 
great  -  deal  of  imagination  to  come  up 
with.  Only  a  man  who  believed  that 
Billie  Sol  Estes  had  been  doing  business 
legally  would  be  able  to  come  up  with 
such  an  interpretation,  and  even  he  was 
not  sure. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 
Mr.  MILLER.  If  I  could  have  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky; 
he  was  asking  about  the  difference  in 
treatment  under  this  bill  from  present 
law.  I  do  think  that  he  tread  rather 
lightly  upon  the  fact  that  what  this  bill 
would  do  would  give  a  man  who  had  not 
gone  to  the  expense  of  plowing,  planting, 


and  cultivating,  the  same  treatment  as 
the  man  who  had. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
knows  that  a  great  deal  of  expense  can 
be  incurred  in  plowing,  planting,  culti¬ 
vating,  putting  in  fertilizer,  paying  for 
the  labor  costs,  and  the  gas  and  oil.  This 
can  run  into  a  great  deal  of  money.  Un¬ 
der  this  bill,  we  are  making  absolutely 
no  differentiation  between  the  farmer 
who  has  incurred  all  of  these  expenses 
and  the  farmer  who  has  incurred  none. 
That  is  the  reason  why  I  offered  my 
amendment  last  week  which,  I  am  sorry 
to  say,  was  not  accepted  but  which  would 
have  said,  “Well,  if  you  want  to  have 
some  benefits,  we  will  give  you  one-half  of 
the  payments  and  then  you  can  turn 
around  and  grow  soybeans,  or  you  take 
all  the  payments  and  you  cannot  grow 
soybeans.” 

What  we  have  done  is  to  overload  the 
bill.  That  is  why  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  and  other  Senators  supported 
the  Williams  amendments.  I  do  not 
know  how  we  can  get  out  of  this  thing, 
but  I  like  to  think  that  if  we  had  this 
still  before  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
Committee,  and  had  had  people  down 
from  the  Department  for  a  hearing,  we 
might  have  been  able  to  devise  a  sound 
bill,  because  I  believe  that  there  are  some 
inequities  which  should  be  covered.  I 
believe  that  all  of  us  are  sympathetic 
with  farmers  who  have  not  been  able  to 
get  any  seed  in  the  ground  because  of 
events  over  which  they  have  no  con¬ 
trol,  such  as  natural  disasters  and  the 
like,  and  that  they  should  have  some  cov¬ 
erage  if  they  get  their  seed  in  the  ground. 

We  have  gone  much  too  far  in  this 
thing.  We  have  set  up  a  basis  which,  in 
the  public  mind — and  this  is  what 
counts — will  be  considered  a  windfall 
to  some  farmers,  and  I  do  not  believe 
that  the  Senate  should  lay  that  kind 
of  foundation. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Iowa.  The  Senator 
points  out  that  this  has  been  put  through 
as  an  emergency  measure  to  cover  a 
great  disaster,  but,  yet,  on  a  rollcall 
vote  the  Senate  rejected  the  proposal 
to  limit  this  to  1  year  and  again  rejected 
a  proposal  to  limit  it  to  2  years.  But 
the  sponsors  and  the  Department  insist 
that  it  be  a  full  4-year  program.  In  other 
words,  they  are  determined  that  they  are 
going  to  have  4-year  disaster  and  an 
emergency  so  long  as  they  stay  in  public 
office. 

How  anyone  can  foresee  that  it  will 
be  either  too  wet  or  too  dry  in  certain 
areas  of  the  country  4  years  from  now 
is  going  a  little  far  afield,  in  my  judg¬ 
ment. 

I  think  that  had  it  been  really  an  emer¬ 
gency  measure  the  committee  would  have 
reported  the  bill  on  a  1-year  basis  to 
deal  with  this  emergency.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  session  next  year.  Just  how 
anyone  can  justify  a  payment  of  $200,000 
to  a  man  owning  a  thousand-acre  farm 
who  has  not  planted  a  crop  on  it  and  then 
allow  him  to  plant  that  thousand  acres 
in  soybeans,  I  do  not  understand.  I  do 
not  understand  how  we  can  justify  pay¬ 
ing  a  man  $50  an  acre  for  cotton  that  he 
does  not  plant,  on  land  he  had  leased 


from  the  State  of  Arizona,  at  $3.50  to  $4 
an  acre.  I  just  do  not  understand  it. 

We  hear  much  about  the  poverty  pro¬ 
gram,  but  I  do  not  think  that  this  can 
come  under  that  program.  Only  the 
Great  Society  could  have  ever  thought 
of  such  a  proposal  as  this. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Another  statement  was 
made  that  this  is  not  an  insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  I  am  wondering  why  we  should 
not  have  an  insurance  program  in  pref¬ 
erence  to  this.  I  do  not  know  how  we 
could  possibly  pay  for  insurance  with 
premiums,  or  find  enough  money  to  pay 
the  premiums  for  the  kind  of  benefits  we 
are  legislating  here. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  would  cer¬ 
tainly  discourage  people  from  carrying 
insurance  on  natural  disasters.  What 
would  it  profit  them  to  carry  insurance 
if  they  would  be  able  to  reap  such  a  re¬ 
ward  as  they  would  here? 

In  other  words,  they  could  just  sit 
back,  and  when  the  disaster  hit  they 
would  not  have  to  worry  because  they 
would  not  have  to  plant  anything — they 
would  get  their  payments  and  then  they 
would  turn  around  and  grow  a  big  crop 
of  soybeans. 

To  me,  this  is  not  right.  It  is  not 
treating  farmers  equitably  among  them¬ 
selves,  because  the  farmers  who  have 
incurred  all  of  the  expenses  of  plowing, 
planting,  and  cultivating  their  land  will 
be  treated  in  exactly  the  same  way  as 
the  farmer  who  has  incurred  no  ex¬ 
pense  at  all. 

I  believe  it  is  bad  legislation.  I  wish 
there  were  some  way  to  defer  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  until  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  can  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  sit  down  and  consider  it. 
I  think  that  if  it  has  merit,  we  should 
pass  it  quickly,  and  the  House  should 
agree  with  it,  if  there  is  an  emergency. 
Whether  there  is  an  emergency  is  a  good 
question,  because  as  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  pointed  out,  out  of  all  the 
farmers  in  Tennessee — I  believe  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  was  one  of  the  pro¬ 
ponents — only  99  would  be  eligible  for 
such  benefits  under  this  bill;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Ninety- 
nine;  yes.  Only  99  farmer's  in  Tennessee 
would  be  affected — at  least  from  the 
figures  I  received  from  the  Department — 
and  that  is  out  of  55,655  cotton  farmers 
in  that  State.  Yet  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  said  that  he  would  rather  see 
the  bill  defeated  than  have  this  limita¬ 
tion. 

In  whom  are  we  interested,  the  55,655 
small  farmers,  or  the  99  large  operators? 

In  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  64,759 
farmers  plant  cotton,  yet  only  50  of  them 
would  be  affected  by  the  $10,000  ceiling. 

In  the  State  of  Georgia,  there  are 
65,046  farms  on  which  cotton  is  grown, 
yet  only  173  would  be  affected  by  this 
amendment. 

Therefore,  let  us  get  this  matter 
straight.  What  this  whole  argument  is 
about  is  whether  we  want  to  provide — 
some  do  not  want  to  call  them  wind¬ 
falls — they  do  not  want  to  call  them 
gifts — well,  let  us  call  it  the  Great 
Society’s  gravy  train  for  the  large  farm¬ 
ers.  Any  man  who  has  a  thousand  acres 
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of  land  that  has  not  been  plowed, 
planted,  or  cultivated  and  on  which  he 
has  not  spent  one  dime,  for  him  to  re¬ 
ceive  from  the  Federal  Government  a 
$200,000  check  and  told,  “You  take  that 
money  and  grow  a  crop  of  soybeans  on 
your  land,  and  we  will  give  you  $2.50  per 
bushel  support  on  all  the  beans  you 
produce”  must  think  that  he  has  re¬ 
ceived  a  windfall — unless  in  the  past  his 
payments  have  been  so  large  that  he  does 
not  even  look  upon  them  as  windfalls 
any  more. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Let  me  add  this  to 
what  the  Senator  has  said.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  referred  to  the  very  few  farmers 
who  would  be  affected  by  this  $10,000 
limitation.  I  think  most  of  us  are 
sympathetic  with  those  who  are  hurt  the 
most  by  any  disaster,  those  who  do  not 
have  any  particular  capital  and  who 
have  nothing  to  fall  back  on.  That  was 
the  rationale  behind  this  $10,000  limita¬ 
tion,  something  like  insurance  in  a  way, 
say,  that  we  are  going  to  cover  this  with 
a  ceiling. 

If  they  want  to  have  more  than  $10,000 
insurance,  they  will  have  to  go  elsewhere, 
but  not  come  to  the  Federal  Government 
for  it. 

As  a  result  of  the  action  taken  by  the 
conferees,  we  now  have  an  open-end 
proposition  which  allows  public  mis¬ 
information  that  many  farmers,  rather 
than  a  few,  are  getting  windfalls. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Unless 
this  boondoggle  giveaway  is  stopped  the 
agricultural  program  is  going  to  sink 
because  the  American  public  will  repudi¬ 
ate  it.  This  bill  is  supposed  to  be  an 
emergency  bill.  There  are  762,257  cot¬ 
ton  farmers  in  America  according  to  the 
latest  estimates  I  have  received.  Out 
of  that  total  of  762,257  in  the  whole 
Nation  only  10,470  are  affected  by  this 
amendment  containing  the  $10,000  ceil¬ 
ing.  But  with  respect  to  this  $10,000 
limitation  the  opponents  say  that  if  we 
cannot  take  care  of  the  big  ones,  let  the 
little  ones  go  broke. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  pointed  out  the  drop  in  the  soybean 
commodity  market  on  the  day  of  the 
announcement  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that  if  Congress  passed  this  bill, 
the  Secretary  would  recommend  a  veto. 
Did  I  understand  the  Senator  correctly? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
market  dropped  7  cents  since  the  Secre¬ 
tary  made  his  announcement.  It  may 
have  risen  today  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Since  the  Secretary 
made  his  announcement? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Does  the  Senator  know 
whether  the  market  dropped  the  day  of 
the  announcement? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  did  not 
see  the  announcement  until  that  night. 
I  do  not  know  when  he  made  it.  But 
the  market  dropped  the  next  few  days. 
There  may  have  been  but  little  connec¬ 
tion,  but  it  is  a  fact  that  the  market  op¬ 
erators  and  large  planters  were  the  in¬ 
terested  parties. 

Mr.  MILLER.  This  is  another  example 
of  how  the  market  fluctuates  based  on 
statements  made  by  certain  Government 
officials.  We  have  had  some  indications 
that  there  may  have  been  some  abuses 


on  information.  Certainly  there  is 
suspicion  in  the  minds  of  many  people 
who  read  the  newspapers  and  watch  the 
newscasts  that  some  persons  have  ob¬ 
tained  information  known  as  inside  in¬ 
formation.  This  area  revolves  around 
certain  actions  and  statements  made  by 
soem  of  our  Government  officials. 

I  think  it  is  a  bad  thing  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  has  undertaken  to 
make  such  a  statement  in  this  instance. 
It  seems  to  me  he  could  have  waited 
until  the  Congress  had  acted  one  way 
or  the  other,  and  then  announced  that 
he  would  recommend  a  veto.  But  to 
say,  ahead  of  time,  that  if  Congress 
passed  the  bill,  he  was  going  to  recom¬ 
mend  a  veto  places  the  idea  in  the  minds 
of  some  people  that,  no  matter  what 
Congress  does,  if  it  is  passed  it  is  going 
to  be  vetoed.  Then  there  will  be  specu¬ 
lation  on  the  futures  market. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  In  fair¬ 
ness  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  I 
think  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  he 
made  the  announcement  too  late  to  be 
effective  on  the  market  of  that  day.  So 
if  he  was  going  to  make  such  an  an¬ 
nouncement  that  would  be  the  proper 
way  to  announce  it  to  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  It  would  be  well  known,  and  the 
market  would  not  be  affected  until  the 
next  day. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  referring  to  the 
announcement  that  the  Secretary  would 
recommend  a  veto  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Secretary’s  statement  was  that  he  would 
recommend  a  veto  if  the  amendment 
stayed  in,  but  the  announcement  was  not 
made  in  time  to  affect  the  market  that 
day,  and  it  was  made  publicly.  There 
was  no  leak  involved  here. 

I  respect  the  right  of  the  Secretary 
to  express  his  opinion  for  or  against  a 
bill.  In  this  particular  instance  I  think 
he  made  his  announcement  properly; 
namely,  after  the  market  could  be  af¬ 
fected  that  day.  But  that  is  different 
from  the  previous  announcement  which 
was  the  basis  of  the  resolution  that  I 
sent  to  the  desk. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  did  not  under¬ 
stand — 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  There 
were  two  different  announcements. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  was  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  announcement  at  noon - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLER.  And  the  announcement 
that  the  Secretary  would  recommend  a 
veto.  I  think  the  Secretary  has  a  right 
to  express  his  opinion,  but  I  think  the 
Secretary  should  be  aware  that  the  mar¬ 
ket  is  responsive  to  statements  made  by 
public  officials,  and  should  not  have  made 
the  statement  when  he  did  that  he  would 
recommend  a  veto  if  the  bill  passed, 
based  on  the  legal  opinion  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  put  in  the  Record,  which,  of 
course,  is  rather  superficial  at  best. 

That  seems  to  me  to  have  been  a  pre¬ 
mature  statement  of  what  the  recom¬ 
mendation  would  be.  It  seems  to  me  the 
time  for  him  to  have  said  that  would 
have  been  after  Congress  had  acted.  If 
Congress  had  passed  the  bill,  he  could 
have  said,  “I  am  going  to  recommend  a 
veto.”  But  before  the  conferees  acted, 
for  him  to  make  the  statement  seems  to 


me  to  have  been  premature,  especially  in 
light  of  the  rather  superficial  legal  opin¬ 
ion  to  which  the  Senator  has  referred. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  appre¬ 
ciate  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa.  As  I  said,  I  think  to  be  fair,  the 
Secretary,  as  I  understand,  made  the 
announcement  properly  and  at  the 
proper  time.  Heretofore  the  Secretary 
has  announced  decisions  after  they  had 
been  made  behind  closed  door  meetings, 
after  the  market  had  closed.  The  trouble 
developed  when  the  announcement  was 
carried  over,  awaiting  a  favorable  op¬ 
portunity  when  it  could  be  announced 
on  television.  It  was  during  that  in¬ 
terval  that  a  leak  developed.  Too  many 
people  knew  what  the  decision  was,  and 
it  was  impossible  for  them  to  keep  it  se¬ 
cret.  The  announcement  of  these  de¬ 
cisions  should  be  promptly  made  after 
the  market  closed. 

MOTION  TO  POSTPONE  FURTHER  CONSIDERATION 
OP  CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  a 
motion  that  further  consideration  of  the 
conference  report  be  postponed  until 
June  15.  That  is  1  week  from  today. 
The  clerk  should  state  it.  The  motion 
will  be  pending  on  when  the  Senate  con¬ 
venes  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  will 
be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  moves 
that  further  consideration  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  be  postponed  until  June  16. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  the  reason  I  make  that  motion 
is  to  give  the  committee  an  opportunity 
to  get  the  department  officials  before  the 
committee  to  discuss  the  far-reaching 
aspects  of  this  proposal  and  to  determine 
from  them  an  estimate  of  its  costs.  Let 
there  be  no  maybe’s  on  how  it  may  be 
interpreted.  The  committee  should  have 
done  this  earlier.  There  are  some  of  us 
who  think  that  this  will  not  be  a  4-year 
disaster  but  will  disappear  after  the  elec¬ 
tion  in  1968. 

THE  ECONOMY  OF  PRICE-SUPPORT  PAYMENTS 

Mr.  TALMADGE.  Mr.  President,  the 
whole  question  of  Government  payments 
to  farmers  has  come  up  again.  Ques¬ 
tions  are  being  raised  about  limiting  pay¬ 
ments  themselves  as  if  they  were  welfare 
contributions  or  a  handout. 

I  assure  you  the  payments  are  not  a 
handout.  They  are  payments  for  serv¬ 
ices  rendered.  Rendered  by  farmers  to¬ 
ward  stabilizing  our  national  economy. 

Diversion  payments,  as  my  honored 
colleagues  well  know,  are  designed  to 
help  maintain  a  balance  between  pro¬ 
duction  and  the  quantities  of  farm  com¬ 
modities  needed  to  meet  requirements 
here  at  home  and  commitments  abroad. 
Such  payments  are  made  under  acreage 
diversion  programs  for  cotton,  feed 
grains,  and  wheat  as  well  as  cropland 
adjustment,  cropland  conversion,  and 
conservation  reserve  programs. 

Mr.  President,  through  acreage  diver¬ 
sion,  we  use  land  itself  as  our  food  re¬ 
serve  instead  of  bulging  warehouses 
where  storage  costs  and  even  spoilage 
reach  deep  into  taxpayers  pockets. 

Such  a  forward-looking  approach  as 
acreage  diversion  not  only  helps  pervent 
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needless  waste  of  surplus  production  and 
of  our  soil  resource,  but  it  also  promotes 
the  economic  interest  of  our  entire  coun¬ 
try. 

However,  when  a  farmer  diverts  or  re¬ 
duces  his  crop  acreage,  he  also  reduces 
liis  income.  To  help  offset  a  farmer’s 
loss  from  diverting  acreage  into  conserv¬ 
ing  uses,  the  Government  pays  him  a 
diversion  payment  to  partially  replace 
the  value  of  what  he  could  have  grown 
on  the  land. 

But  the  Government  has  not  only 
asked  the  farmer  to  reduce  his  acreage 
in  order  to  cut  down  on  surpluses  and 
conserve  the  soil,  it  has  also — as  in  the 
case  of  cotton  and  wheat  and  some  other 
crops — asked  him  to  take  a  lower  price- 
support  loan  to  enable  his  product  to 
compete  more  favorably  abroad  as  well 
as  help  stop  the  dollar  drain. 

For  example,  the  price-support  loan  on 
cotton,  as  Senators  know,  is  now  down  to 
21  cents  a  pound,  some  8  cents  less  than 
a  year  ago.  This  is  expected  to  increase 
our  cotton  exports  as  soon  as  old  stocks 
in  the  foreign  free  world  are  further 
reduced. 

To  help  compensate  the  farmer  for  this 
additional  loss  of  income  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  paying  him  a  price-support  pay¬ 
ment  based  on  the  projected  yield  of  cot¬ 
ton  grown  within  his  domestic  allotment. 
Again,  this  is  not  a  handout,  but  a  pay¬ 
ment  for  services  rendered.  And  what 
should  be  generally  recognized  and  ap¬ 
preciated  is  the  fact  that  this  payment 
as  a  price  support  device  is  more  eco¬ 
nomical  and  more  effective  than  the  old 
higher  price-support  loan.  Without  this 
new  approach,  the  cost  of  the  program 
would  be  considerably  higher. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  expect  this 
small  contribution  to  the  clarification  of 
an  issue  to  put  the  question  to  rest,  but 
I  did  want  to  explain  to  my  distinguished 
colleagues  why  I  am  for  the  price-sup¬ 
port  payment  system — and  against  any 
limitation  on  the  amount  paid  to  indi¬ 
vidual  fanners. 


ORDER  FOR  ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL 
11  A.M.  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  adjourns  today,  it  stand  in  ad-y 
joumment  until  11  o’clock  tomorrow 
morning. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

FAIR  PACKAGING  AND  LABELING 
ACT  —  UNANIMOUS  /  CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 
The  Senate  resumed  ttfe  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  985)  to  /egulate  interstate 
and  foreign  comraerae  by  preventing  the 
use  of  unfair  or  deceptive  methods  of 
packaging  or  labeling  of  certain  con¬ 
sumer  commodities  distributed  in  such 
commerce,  aryi  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanioious  consent  that  when  the 
Senate  fates  up  the  truth  in  packaging 
bill  thej»e  be  a  time  limitation  of  1  hour, 
to  be Equally  divided  between  the  chair- 
mar/of  the  committee  and  the  cospon- 
soirof  any  amendment,  that  there  by  3 
ours  on  the  bill  itself,  and  also  that  the 
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rule  of  germaneness  apply  to  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  has  the  issue  on 
the  conference  report  that  has  just  been 
discussed  on  the  Senate  floor  been  de¬ 
cided? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  This 
vote  will  go  over  until  tomorrow,  but  I 
assure  the  majority  leader  and  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader,  as  I  did  earlier  today,  that 
so  far  as  I  am  concerned  the  Senate  can 
proceed  promptly  to  a  vote  tomorrow. 
I  have  no  intention  of  repeating  the  ar¬ 
guments  that  I  have  made  today. 

While  I  prefer  not  to  agree  to  a  time 
limitation  I  assure  the  Senate  that  the 
vote  will  come  promptly.  I  see  no  reason 
why  the  debate  tomorrow  should  take 
too  long. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  have  no  objection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
.objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
rom  Montana?  None  is  heard,  and  it 
isygo  ordered. 

e  unanimous-consent  agreement, 
subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  is  as 
folio’s 

Ul^ANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 
Ordered^  That  during  the  further  cp 
sideration  df  the  bill  (S.  985),  to  regulate 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce  by'  pre¬ 
venting  the  uste  of  unfair  or  deceptivar  meth¬ 
ods  of  packaging  or  labeling  of  certain  con¬ 
sumer  commodities  distributed  iryuich  com¬ 
merce,  and  for  oth&r  purposes,  debate  on  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal,  except  a 
motion  to  lay  on  theStable,  pnall  be  limited 
to  1  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  mover  of  ah/ such  amendment 
or  motion  and  the  Senator,  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson]  :  ProvjQedVrhat  no  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  not  germane  t\  the  provisions 
of  the  said  bill  shalkme  receive 

Ordered  further/That  on  th<\  question  of 
the  final  passage/f  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  3/nours,  to  be  equalW  divided 
and  controlled^  respectively,  by  thespajority 
and  minor  i)fy  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may.Nfrom 
.the  time/under  their  control  on  the  passage 
of  the  aaid  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  atay 
Senat/r  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amc/dment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

VIr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
^resident,  I  shall  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
'  nays  on  my  motion  tomorrow. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  will  obtain  the  yeas  and  nays. 


COMMITTEE  MEETING  DURING 

SENATE  SESSION  TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  may  meet 
tomorrow  morning  until  12  o’clock. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ADJOURNMENT  UNTIL  11  A.M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  If 
there  is  no  further  business  to  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate,  I  move,  under  the  previ¬ 
ous  order,  that  the  Senate  adjourn  until 
11  o’clock  tomorrow  morning. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  5 
o’clock  and  41  minutes  p.m.)  the  Senate 


adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Thursday, 
June  9,  1966,  at  11  o’clock  a.m. 


NOMINATIONS 

Executive  nominations  received  by 
Senate  June  8, 1966: 

In  the  Navy 
Lt.  Cmdr.  Eugene  A.  Cernan,  U.S. /avy,  for 
permanent  appointment  to  the  gra/Ae  of  com¬ 
mander  in  the  Navy  in  accordance  with  ar¬ 
ticle  II,  section  2,  clause  2  of  /he  Constitu¬ 
tion. 

In  the  Air  Foj(ce 
The  following  Air  Force/officer  for  appoint¬ 
ment  as  permanent  processor,  U.S.  Air  Force 
Academy,  under  the  ^provisions  of  section 
9333(b),  title  10,  Unjxed  States  Code: 
Wallace  E.  FluhryFR28972. 

The  following  persons  for  appointment  in 
the  Regular  Air/orce,  in  the  grades  indicated 
under  the  provisions  of  section  8284,  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  with  a  view  to  desig¬ 
nation  under  the  provisions  of  section  8067, 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  perform  the 
duties  i/dicated,  and  with  dates  of  rank  to 
be  proscribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Fore  / 

To  be  captains,  USAF  (Medical) 
legis  C.  Kohring,  FV3166703. 

Charles  H.  Raine,  Jr.,  FV3124471. 

David  S.  Russell,  FV3165411. 

To  be  first  lieutenants,  USAF  (Medical) 
David  L.  Hemsell,  FV3141130. 

Theodore  S.  Mathews,  FV3092632. 

To  be  captains,  USAF  (Dental) 

James  F.  Bigalke,  FV3125303. 

James  L.  Bloss,  FV3125792. 

Harold  W.  Nichol,  FV3089137. 

Ralph  H.  Smith,  Jr.,  FV3075165. 

To  be  first  lieutenants,  USAF  (Dental) 

John  T.  Cooper,  FV2206457. 

Maurice  W.  Donnelly,  FV3166465. 

John  C.  Hoerath,  FV3053736. 

Henry  J.  Verwayen,  Jr.,  FV3165734. 

The  following  persons  for  appointment  in 
the  Regular  Air  Force,  in  the  grade  of  cap¬ 
tain,  under  the  provisions  of  section  8284, 
title  10,  United  States  Code,  with  date  of 
rank  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force : 

Abbott,  Wayne  T.,  FV3080491. 

Abbott,  Wilfred  K„  FV3081739. 

Adams,  Dale  C.,  FV3080381. 

Adams,  James  H„  FV3074652. 

Agniel,  David  B„  FV3056608. 

Aho,  Douglas  D.,  FV3084989„^ 

S^Aird,  Donald  W.,  FV3087548. 
ikerlund,  Edward  T.,  FV3080994. 

Albrecht,  Ronald  L.,  FV3083108. 

Alchdch,  Richard  C.,  FV3087549. 

Allefk  Harold  L„  FV2224917. 

Allen/tfames  R.,  FV3080858. 

Allen,  William  N.,  FV3087588. 

AmtmanV  Neal  H.,  FV3072606. 

Andrews,  William  R.,  FV3081727. 

Anzalone,  Samuel  L„  FV3029014. 

Armstrong,  Eogene  F.,  FV3 101085. 
Armstrong,  Henry  W.,  FV3081451. 
Armstrong,  Micliiel  R„  FV3072147. 

Astorino,  Loring  RS.  FV3081192. 

Atwell,  Glen  D.Tfv3081364. 

Aunan,  Wallace  N„  PW3071219. 

Austin,  Lowell  M„  FV3880996. 

Austin,  Randall  R.,  FV3080674. 

Autry,  Donald  W„  FV3087fc)8. 

Averill,  David  M„  FV3081433 
Bache,  Ronald  H„  FV308267i 
Bachem,  Fritz  M„  FV3080334.' 

Bachmann,  Richard  E.,  FV3081C 
Bailey,  Paul  D„  FV3080141. 

Bainter  Jack  J„  FV3087764. 

Baird,  Orville  B„  FV3084385. 

Baker,  John  H„  FV3081193. 

Baker,  Thomas  A.,  FV3071315. 

Bane,  Raymond,  FV3087769. 

Barbera,  Richard  V.,  FV3087679. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  food'  for  freedom  bill.  Sena&e  agreed  to  conferen.ee  re¬ 
port  on  bill  to  permit  alternate  crops  in  disaster  areas\  Senate  passed  fair  pac¬ 
kaging-labeling  bill.  Seryate  passed  National  Water  Commission  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  DISASTER  RELIEF.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  15151,  to  permit 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  unplanted  because  of  natural  disaster. 
Rejected,  24-59,  a  motion  by  Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  to  postpone  further  consi¬ 
deration  until  June  15.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp. 
121^3-61 _ _ . 

Sen.  Pearson  asked  relief  for  the  tornado- stricken  areas  of  Kans. pp 
225-6 


PACKAGING;  LABELING.  Passed,  72-9,  with  amendments  S.  985,  the  fair  packagir 
'  and  labeling  bill.  pp.  12161-214 

WAT&R  RESOURCES.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3107,  to  create  a  National  Water, 
Commission  to  survey  water  resource  problems  and  programs,  pp.  12245- 

COTTON.  \The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted,  10-4,  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  with  amendments  H.  R.  12322,  the  cotton  research  and 
promotion  bill.  p.  D511 

5.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  repoxr  (but  did  not 

actually  report^)  H.  R.  15124,  relating  to  the  filing  time  o^tobacco  acreage 
allotment  leased,  p.  D511 

6.  FARM  CREDIT.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res. 

150,  to  provide  for  designation  of  April  1967  as  "Fede/al  Land  Bank  Month" 

(S.  Rept.  1227).  p.  L2107 

7.  ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  1336, 

to  amend  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act  so  as  to  strengthen  and  clarify 
certain  administrative  procedures  of  Federal  agencies  (S.  Rept.  1234).  p 
12107  x 

The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  1522,  to  remove  arbi¬ 
trary  limitations  upon  attorneys'!  fees  for /services  rendered  in  proceedings 
before  administrative  agencies  of\the  U.  /.  (S.  Rept.  1233).  p.  12107 

8.  SCHOOL  MILK,  Sen.  Proxmire  inserted  &e/.  Hartke's  statement  in  favor  of 

"adequate  funding"  of  the  school  milk/program.  p.  12131 

9.  TOBACCO.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  article,  "One  Million  Teenagers  Dying 

From  Lung  Cancer?"  pp.  12133-4 

0.  DAIRY-SUGAR  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Mondale  urged  administrative  action  to  limit  import¬ 
ation  of  certain  products  cojrftaining  butterfatXand  sugar,  p.  12136 

1.  FARM  PRICES.  Sen.  Mondale/inserted  and  commended  \  Washington  Post  editorial 

defending  the  level  of  firm  prices,  pp.  12139-40 

2.  RESEARCH.  Sen,  Scott  inserted  a  statement  by  Vice  Adm/V Rickover  on  the  research 

accomplishments  of  ^teorge  Washington  Carver,  pp.  1214a5 

3.  ELECTRIFICATION.  /Sen.  Yarborough  commended  the  Tex.  REA  cooperatives  *  project 

of  sending  youtj/  on  a  tour  to  Washington,  pp.  12142-3 

4.  CONSERVATION^/ Sen.  Bartlett  inserted  a  statement  by  DeWitt  Gil^rt  on  respon¬ 

sibility  fo/  conserving  natural  resources,  pp.  12147-8 

5.  COPPER  IMPORTS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  12676,  to  suspend  ttite  duty  on 

certair/copper  imports  until  June  30,  1968.  This  bill  will  now  be  sbnt  to  the 
President,  pp.  12153-4. 

TRANSPORTATION.  Sen.  Young,  Ohio,  spoke  against  any  increase  in  tolls  foi 
hipping  on  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway,  p.  12161 
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bVve  been  voting  billions  for  Formosa: 
Lebte  find  out  if  this  is  a  satellite  we 
can\  use,  or  who  won’t  play.  It  is  easier 
to  cul  Formosa  out  of  the  budget  than 
money \for  the  youngsters’  hot  school 
lunches  N?r  for  hospitals.  If  there  is  any 
disaffection  on  the  mainland,  one  way  to 
find  out  might  be  to  bring  a  study  group  from 
the  FormosaXwar  staff  over  to  Saigon  to 
“study  the  situation.”  That’s  all  the  blue¬ 
print  they  will  Need  in  Hanoi,  Peking,  and 
Moscow  to  show\them  we  mean  business 
about  making  the  njost  of  what  we  have  to 
fight  with. 


THE  LESSON  OF  TI 
CASE 


MEREDITH 


Mr.  NELSON.  Mr.  President,  the  Mis¬ 
sissippi  shooting  of  James  Meredith 
showed  the  need  for  stronger  Federal 
legislation  to  protect  people  exercising 
their  constitutional  rights. 

I  have  been  advocating  such  legisla¬ 
tion  since  April  1,  1964  when  I  inri’o- 
duced  a  bill  to  make  it  a  Federal  offence 
to  murder  a  person  exercising  his  ci\ 
rights. 

Since  then  a  number  of  similar  bills 
have  been  introduced.  I  am  a  cospon¬ 
sor  of  a  bill  by  Senator  Douglas  whicli 
would  broaden  Federal  offenses  in  the 
area  of  civil  rights.  Under  this  bill,  for 
instance,  the  killer  of  a  civil  rights  work¬ 
er  could  be  charged  in  Federal  court 
with  the  crime  of  murder,  rather  than 
merely  with  depriving  someone  of  his 
constitutional  rights. 

I  am  also'  cosponsoring  the  adminis¬ 
tration’s  omnibus  civil  rights  bill,  one 
section  of  which  would  make  racial  vio¬ 
lence  an  explicit  Federal  crime. 

All  the  rights  granted  Americans  by 
the  U.S.  Constitution,  and  all  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  decisions  carefully  defin¬ 
ing  and  protecting  these  rights,  can  be 
nullified  by  would-be  assassins  such  as 
the  one  who  gunned  down  James  Mere¬ 
dith.  This  kind  of  terror  nullifies  the 
rights  of  every  American  citizen. 

The  U.S.  Congress  cannot  allow  this 
to  continue. 

The  fundamental  American  rights 
granted  by  the  Constitution  must  be 
backed  up  by  Federal  law.  There  have/ 
been  a  great  number  of  tragedies  ove 
the  years  to  demonstrate  the  need  for 
Federal  legislation  protecting  those /who 
merely  seek  to  exercise  their  American 
rights.  The  Meredith  case  is  the  latest 
example.  I  hope  it  shocks  the  Amer¬ 
ican  public  and' the  Congress  Sufficiently 
to  enable  us  to  pass  this  ]/mg  overdue 
legislation. 


VISTA  VOLI 


HERS 


Mr.  BARTLETT/ Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  shaiVwith  my  colleagues  a 
letter  a  member  army  staff  received  from 
two  VISTA  volunteers  serving  in  the 
small,  remote /Eskimo  village  of  Kwigil¬ 
lingok,  Alask 

VISTA  v/unteers  in  Alaska  are  called 
upon  to  uerform  their  duties  under  cir¬ 
cumstances  few  of  them  could  have  vis¬ 
ualize/before  their  service  began.  They 
are  performing  them  well.  Indeed,  their 
fame  preceded  them  for  before  the  pro¬ 
gram  was  enacted,  the  native  people  of 
Alaska  had  requested  volunteers.  Alaska 


native  people  had  followed  the  progress 
of  the  Peace  Corps  closely  and  when  a 
similar  organization  was  proposed  to 
serve  with  the  country,  they  were  among 
the  first  to  endorse  it. 

From  time  to  time  I  have  received  let¬ 
ters  from  volunteers  in  various  Alaska 
villages.  I  have  been  impressed  with  all 
of  them  for  each  demonstrated  a  concern 
for  and  an  understanding  of  the  needs 
and  aspirations  of  the  native  people. 

Miss  Judy  Anderson  and  Miss  Chattye 
Cornelius  were  assigned  to  the  village 
of  Kwigillingok,  located  on  the  barren 
tundra  of  the  delta  formed  between  the 
Kuskokwim  and  Yukon  Rivers.  Their 
description  of  what  life  offers  them  in  the 
village  should  be  encouraging  to  all  of  us 
for  it  demonstrates  that  VISTA  has 
chosen  its  volunteers  wisely  and  that  we 
were  right  in  enacting  the  program. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  let¬ 
ter  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

May  15,  1966. 

i.Dear  Miss  Nordale:  Well,  here  it  Is  Sunci 
ni^ht  in  Kwigillingok.  We’re  sitting  her/in 
our  \living  room”  writing  by  candleligh/eat- 
ing  Swedish  coffee  bread  sent  from  home  and 
drinking  coffee.  This  weekend’s  bee/ a  good 
one,  we’ve  gotten  a  lot  accomplish/  and  it’s 
just  now\hat  we’ve  gotten  a  cl>ance  to  sit 
down  and  wSote  a  few  letters. 

We  thank 'You  very  much  #6r  having  re¬ 
plied  to  our  letter  as  quickly  as  you  did.  You 
can  be  assured  that  we  ar/ encouraging  our 
people  to  continue  thei/  planning  on  the 
proposed  move.  Tne  people  know  that  Sen¬ 
ator  Bartlett  will  dA/is  best  for  them  and 
your  letter  fortified  /ah’  convictions. 

As  for  life  in  the  village  spring  has  cer¬ 
tainly  brought  Kwfg  out  oi  its  winter’s  hiber¬ 
nation.  We  can/see  every  day  the  men  com¬ 
ing  back  from/  the  ocean  with  their  sleds 
loaded  with  /seal  and  walrusS.  The  women 
then  are  busy  preparing  the  seal,  stretching 
and  dryii yg  the  skin  which  is  to\be  sold  or 
sewn  an/then  blown  up  to  be  used  as  con¬ 
tainer/or  seal  oil  (which  are  eventually  put 
in  th/ ground  to  be  stored  for  winter\  use) . 

Asnde  from  our  normal  work  in  the  v!HJage 
w/have  our  interesting  side-lines  too:\ne 
our  neighbors  is  going  to  show  us, 
xesday  afternoon,  how  to  use  the  “ooloo”  ti 
skin  seal — if,  in  return,  we’ll  show  her  how  to 
make  the  cheese  souffle  she  saw  us  making 
the  other  day!!  (You  should  have  seen  her 
face  when  it  came  out  of  the  oven — you 
should  have  seen  ours  too— didn’t  think  it 
would  turn  out  too  well  as  it  was  our  first!) 

As  for  our  work  day  in  the  village  our 
schedule  has  been  lengthened  as  the  daylight 
now  lasts  until  10  p.m.,  soon  to  last  even 
longer.  Our  nursery  school,  9-11,  five  morn¬ 
ings  a  week  is  doing  fine,  now  including 
three-year-olds  as  well  as  the  four-  and  five- 
year-olds.  Eskimo  children  are  certainly  not 
much  different  from  children  in  the  “Lower 
48” — there  are  devils  and  angels  everywhere! 

In  the  afternoon  our  house  is  flooded  with 
little  kids,  some  days  there  being  game 
hours  and  others  being  reading  time  or  story 
hour. 

Our  Brownies  and  Jr.  Scouts  are  doing 
fine  and  are  now  all  excited  about  their  past 
rummage  sale  (held  last  Saturday) .  We  gave 
them  a  few  hints  about  pricing  but  they  did 
the  majority  of  the  work — and  were  very 
proud  to  report  that  they  had  earned  $104.76! 

(We  feel  like  proud  mother  hens!)  (And 
we  were  very  pleased  to  find  a  native  girl 
who  has  now  taken  over  leadership  of  the 
Jr.  Scouts.)  The  girls  are  now  getting  ex¬ 
cited  about  the  forthcoming  July  Fourth 


celebration.  Kwig's  first  parade  and  Memo/ 
ial  Service  to  the  men  in  Vietnam. 

So,  this  summer  certainly  holds  a  1 at  In 
store  for  us  including  egg  hunting, /berry 
picking  and  our  town  council  pres/ent  is 
even  loaning  us  his  kayak  so  we  ca/r  practice 
paddling  on  the  lake! 

Don’t  know  whether  we  told/'you  or  not 
but  we  had  a  red  fox  as  a  /pet  til  it  got 
away — but  now  have  anothe/pet — this  time 
caught  by  a  villager  at  tjfle  ocean:  a  pet 
baby  seal!  Thought  we’d/me  able  to  cuddle 
it  but  it  snaps  like  a  </g  and  won’t  let  U3 
within  five  feet  of  it!/  So,  we  now  have  a 
“guest”  on  our  porch/ 

Well,  Miss  Nordale,  we’re  running  out  of 
space  and  the  cai/es  are  flickering  so  as  wo 
have  a  busy  da/ tomorrow  (nursery  school. 
Brownies  tuto/mg)  we  had  better  sign  off 
now.  Our  regards  to  Senator  Bartlett. 
Love,/ 

Judy  and  Chattye. 


Conclusion  of  morning 

BUSINESS 

te  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
further  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed. 


TO  PERMIT  THE  PLANTING  OF  AL¬ 
TERNATE  CROPS— CONFERENCE 

REPORT 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  conference  report  on  H.R. 
15151. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  report  the  conference  report 
for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  Report  of  the 
committee  of  conference  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amending  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
15151)  to  permit  the  planting  of  alter¬ 
nate  crops  and  acreage  which  is  un¬ 
planted  because  of  a  natural  disaster. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


TEMPORARY  SUSPENSION  OF  DUTY 
ON  CERTAIN  FORMS  OF  COPPER 

Ir.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pro- 
ceed\to  the  consideration  of  Calendar 
No.  lNf>.  House  bill  12676.  I  understand 
that  tme  bill  has  been  cleared  by  the 
leadership,  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  statecKby  title  for  the  information 
of  the  Senates 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
12676)  to  amend \he  tariff  schedules  of 
the  United  States  tNprovide  that  certain 
forms  of  copper  be  admitted  free  of  duty. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  OQnsideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection, Nhe  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  a  thir^  reading, 
read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  report 
(No.  1220),  explaining  the  purposes 
the  bill. 
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Ther^  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows  x 

PURPOSE 


H.R.  12676  suspends  temporarily,  for  the 
period  February^,  1966,  to  June  30,  1968,  the 
duties  applicable^!*)  un wrought  copper  (ex¬ 
cept  nickel  silver)\copper  waste,  and  scrap, 
and  copper  articles\m  ported  to  be  used  in 
remanufacture  by  melting.  The  bill  would 
also  suspend  for  the  same  period  the  duties 
applicable  to  the  coppeiv.  content  of  certain 
copper-bearing  ores  and  materials.  The  du¬ 
ties  that  would  be  suspended  by  the  bill 
would  in  eaeh  case  amount  \o  1.7  cents  per 
pound  of  pure  copper  whichXmay  be  com¬ 
mercially  obtained  from  the  imported  arti¬ 
cle,  except  that  in  the  case  of  nickel  silver 
waste  and  scrap  the  rate  is  1.7\ents  per 
pound  of  the  commercially  recoverable  cop¬ 
per  content  plus  10  percent  ad  valorenq. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 


Copper  is  a  metal  that  is  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  Nation’s  defense  and  nonct\- 
fense  needs.  It  is  used  in  the  electrical  in 
dustry  in  the  manufacture  of  generators, 
motors,  locomotives,  telephone  and  telegraph 
equipment,  light  and  power  transmission 
lines,  and  numerous  other  items.  It  is  con¬ 
sumed  by  the  copper-base  alloy  industry  in  t 
the  manufacture  of  products  used  in  build¬ 
ing  construction,  principally  plumbing  and 
roofing  materials,  and  in  the  manufacture  of 
automobiles  and  trucks,  in  shipbuilding,  in 
the  production  of  ammunition,  and  for  a 
wide  variety  of  other  purposes. 

In  1965  the  United  States  consumed  about 
2  million  tons  of  refined  copper,  about  90 
percent  of  which  was  domestically  produced. 
The  balance  of  approximately  200,000  tons 
was  imported.  Chile  supplied  about  100,000 
tons  of  such  imports,  while  approximately 
40,000  tons  came  from  Canada  and  60,000 
tons  from  Peru.  Despite  substantial  incre¬ 
ments  in  recent  years  in  the  domestic  pro¬ 
duction  of  copper,  such  output. has  not  been 
sufficient  to  satisfy  increased  domestic  con¬ 
sumption  requirements. 

In  midautumn  of  last  year,  it  became  in¬ 
creasingly  apparent  that  world  demand  for 
copper  exceeded  world  supply.  The  short 
supply  has  been  reflected  in  pressure  on  cop¬ 
per  prices  both  at  home  and  abroad.  The  U.S. 
producers’  price  for  refined  copper,  which 
until  March  1964  had  remained  constant  at 
31  cents  a  pound  for  about  3  years,  experi¬ 
enced  three  increases  in  the  space  of  little* 
more  than  1  year,  going  from  31  to  32  in 
34  cents  and  then  to  36  cents  per  pound  in 
May  1965.  After  consultations  and  confer¬ 
ences  with  representatives  of  the  Federal 
Government,  domestic  producers  have  ei 
deavored,  on  a  voluntary  basis,  to  maintain 
the  36-cent-per-pound  producers  price/for 
domestic  copper  in  the  U.S.  market,  /These 
producers  have  continued  to  maintain  this 
price  level  to  the  present  time. 

The  prices  for  copper  outside  /he  United 
States,  however,  have  ranged/  in  recent 
months  from  a  minimum  of/42  cents  per 
pound  to  a  maximum  of  about  90  cents  per 
pound.  The  spot  price  at  copper  on  the 
London  Metal  Exchange  on  May  3  was  about 
70  cents  per  pound.  O/April  14,  1966,  Chile 
(which  sets  the  price  /or  its  copper  may  be 
sold)  announced  tha/the  price  for  its  copper 
would  be  increased/effective  July  1,  1966,  to 
62  cents  per  pourut  from  42  cents. 

The  administration  has  taken  several 
steps  to  prevent  similar  sharp  increases  in 
the  price  of/copper  in  this  country  and  to 
safeguard  XJ.S.  supplies  of  copper  for  U.S. 
consume:/.  It  (1)  released  about  200,000 
short  t/ns  from  the  national  stockpile  in 
November  1965;  (2)  tightened  export  con¬ 
trols/through  its  export  licensing  authority 
on/November  24,  1965,  December  14,  1965,  and 
inuary  20,  1966;  (3)  requested  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Exchange  to  increase  margin  requirements 


on  copper  futures  from  10  percent  to  about 
70  percent  in  an  effort  to  curb  speculation; 
(4)  authorized  an  aditional  200,000  tons  of 
copper  to  be  released  from  the  national 
stockpile  during  1966;  (5)  is  attempting  to 
expand  domestic  output  through  subsidy 
payments;  and  (6)  has  entered  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  the  governments  of  copper-pro¬ 
ducing  nations  to  hold  a  United  Nations  con¬ 
ference  in  an  effort  to  stabilize  production 
and  prices.  These  actions  are  part  of  a  four- 
step  program  announced  November  17,  1965, 
to  maximize  the  supply  of  copper  in  the 
United  States  to  provide  for  stabilization  of 
the  domestic  market,  and  to  maintain  a 
noninflatonary  price  level  for  copper.  The 
copper  program,  as  well  as  an  arrangement 
with  Chile  to  insure  that  the  quantity  of 
copper  it  previously  exported  to  this  coun¬ 
try  will  continue  to  be  available  to  U.S.  con¬ 
sumers  at  the  lower  U.S.  price,  is  described  in 
a  letter  adressed  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  Means  by  the  Under 
Secretary  of  State.  This  letter  appears  In  the 
appendix  of  this  report. 

H.R.  12676  would  lower  the  cost  of  im¬ 
ported  copper  to  U.S.  consumers  by  the 
unount  of  the  U.S.  import  duty  and  to  that 
extent  would  help  prevent  a  rise  in  the  U.S. 
pr\e  of  copper  during  the  present  shortage. 
Howler,  so  long  as  the  world  price  for  cop¬ 
per  is\far  higher  than  the  U.S.  price  (as  it 
is  today!,  eliminating  the  1.7-cent  duty  will  _ 
attract  little  foreign  copper  to  the  U.S.  mar;' 
ket.  On  Che  other  hand  if  the  price  diffe/ 
ential  narrows  the  duty  suspension  provided 
by  this  bill  dsmld  make  a  significant  contri¬ 
bution  to  oiuv.  efforts  to  assure  adequate 
copper  supplies'at  reasonable  prices/ 

As  stated  abovdv  H.R.  12676  provides  for  a 
temporary  suspension  of  duty  on/copper  raw 
materials  and  copper  scrap,  f/r  the  period 
February  9,  1966,  to  Jdne  30,  1^68,  both  dates 
inclusive.  Your  commktee/hotes  that  simi¬ 
lar  legislation  has  beenXfavorably  reported 
by  your  committee  and  efi&cted  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  periods  in  the/past\when  the  avail¬ 
able  supply  of  copper/vas  insufficient  to  meet 
demand  and  pressure  on  pricesNexisted.  The 
periods  covered  bj/Such  prior  enactments  are 
as  follows:  Aprjf  30,  1947,  to  the  close  of 
March  31,  1949/(Public  Law  80  -42 ,\i p p r o v e d 
April  29,  19479 ;  April  1,  1949,  to  the\lose  of 
June  30,  1960  (Public  Law  81-33,  approved 
March  31/1949);  April  1,  19il,  to  the\lose 
of  June 20,  1958  (Public  Law  82-38,  approved 
May  22/ 1951,  as  extended  by  Public  Law  SSt- 
4,  approved  February  14,  1953;  Public  Lav 
83/52,  approved  June  30,  1954;  and  Public' 
Lj/w  84-91,  approved  June  21,  1955). 

The  suspensions  of  duty  provided  under 
'H.R.  12676,  as  reported  by  your  committee, 
would  be  inapplicable  during  any  period  in 
which  the  price  of  electrolytic  copper  in 
standard  shapes  and  sizes,  delivered  Conecti- 
cut  Valley,  is  below  24  cents  per  pound  as 
determined  pursuant  to  headnote  5,  sub¬ 
part  2C,  schedule  6,  of  the  Tariff  Schedules 
of  the  United  States.  It  would  also  be  in¬ 
applicable  to  copper  from  Communist  coun¬ 
tries. 

Your  committee  has  received  favorable  re¬ 
ports  on  H.R.  12676  from  the  Departments 
of  State,  Treasury,  and  Commerce,  as  well  as 
an  informative  report  from  the  U.S.  Tariff 
Commission.  Your  committee  recommends 
expeditious  enactment  of  this  legislation. 


Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TO  PERMIT  THE  PLANTING  OF  AL¬ 
TERNATE  CROPS — CONFERENCE 
REPORT 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amending  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  15151)  to  permit  the 
planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage 
which  is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural 
disaster. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President, 
frequently  during  the  extended  consid¬ 
eration  given  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
to  H.R.  15151,  a  bill  primarily  designed 
to  give  emergency  assistance  to  cotton 
producers  who  have  been  suffering  from 
natural  disaster  this  spring,  there  has 
been  complaint  that  this  bill  has  not  re¬ 
ceived  adequate  consideration.  Actual¬ 
ly,  it  has  received  a  great  deal  of  consid¬ 
eration  since  its  introduction  and  that  of 
other  similar  measures  both  in  the  House 
and  the  Senate  some  3  weeks  ago. 

Because  of  the  almost  unprecedented 
heavy  rainfall  in  the  cotton  counties  of 
Missouri  and  other  cotton  producing 
treas  of  the  Mississippi  Valley — Ar- 
:ansas,  Tennessee,  Kentucky,  Mississippi, 
Louisiana  and  Texas — on  May  19  I  joined 
with  a  number  of  other  Senators  in  co¬ 
sponsoring  S.  3382  to  permit  planting  of 
soybeans  in  lieu  of  cotton  on  cotton  acre¬ 
age  not  planted  because  of  this  natural 
disaster,  without  loss  of  cotton  equaliza¬ 
tion  payments  or  diversion  payments  for 
participating  farmers. 

On  the  preceding  day,  May  18,  several 
similar  bills,  including  H.R.  15151,  had 
been  introduced  in  the  House  by  Mem¬ 
bers  of  that  body  from  these  affected 
areas. 

There  was  some  discussion  yesterday 
that  this  bill  had  not  gone  to  the  House 
committee.  That  was  not  correct.  Ac¬ 
tually  the  bill  was  considered  in  two 
separate  meetings. 

On  Friday  morning,  May  20,  members 
of  the  House  Agriculture  Committee  met 
for  a  hearing  on  this  bill  and  6n  Tuesday 
morning.  May  24,  that  committee  met 
again,  acted  on  the  bill  introduced  by 
the  Honorable  Paul  C.  Jones  of  Missouri. 
At  this  meeting  on  May  24,  the  com¬ 
mittee  agreed  unanimously  to  amend  the 
bill  so  that  it  would  “permit  the  plant¬ 
ing  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which 
is  unplanted  because  of  a  natural  disas¬ 
ter”  not  only  for  cotton  but  also  for  feed 
grains  and  wheat. 

The  House,  recognizing  the  emergency, 
accepted  the  amendment  and  passed  the 
bill  that  same  day,  Tuesday,  May  24, 
and  sent  it  to  the  Senate. 

Also  recognizing  the  emergency,  the 
able  and  distinguished  chairman  of  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  May  26,  requested  that  the  bill  re¬ 
main  at  the  desk  so  that  it  could  be 
taken  up  immediately.  He  had  con¬ 
sulted  with  the  majority  leader  and  the 
minority  leader  and  those  interested  in 
the  bill  and  there  was  no  objection  what¬ 
ever  to  taking  it  up. 

Subsequently,  however,  despite  re¬ 
quests  from  a  number  of  Senators  inter¬ 
ested  in  immediate  consideration,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  did  voice  objection  and  asked  that 
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H.R.  15151  go  over  for  consideration  until 
after  the  Memorial  Day  recess.  The  bill 
was  placed  on  the  calendar  and  was  put 
over  until  the  next  week. 

On  Wednesday,  June  1,  there  ensued  a 
lengthy  debate  filling  some  10  pages  in 
the  Record.  The  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  acted  as  an  able 
floor  manager.  There  were  five  record 
votes.  Three  amendments  offered  by  the 
Senators  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
and  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  were  defeated 
and  one  amendment  offered  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  was 
accepted. 

During  this  debate  in  the  Senate  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  made 
it  clear  that  he  objected  to  any  amend¬ 
ments  because  they  would  only  further 
delay  this  bill.  Frequently  during  the 
discussion  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
pointed  out  that  once  passed  to  meet  the 
immediate  need,  amendments  to  the  law 
could  later  be  considered  in  the  normal 
way. 

The  bill  then  went  to  conference  on 
Monday  afternoon,  June  6.  The  results 
of  that  conference  appear  in  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Record  of  the  House  on  Tues¬ 
day,  June  7,  page  11878,  and  were  re¬ 
ported  in  the  Senate  yesterday  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  [Mr.  EllenderL 

Because  they  knew  the  bill  as  amended 
by  the  Senate  would  be  vetoed,  the  House 
members  of  that  committee  refused  to 
accept  the  Senate  amendment  and  the 
Senate  conferees  receded. 

Without  a  single  dissenting  vote,  recog¬ 
nizing  the  importance  of  this  problem 
to  many  farmers,  some  of  whom  already 
are  going  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  the 
natural  disaster  in  their  area,  the  House 
once  again  promptly  passed  H.R.  15151 
and  sent  it  to  the  Senate. 

As  Members  of  the  Senate  know,  yes¬ 
terday  afternoon  the  bill  was  again  taken 
up  in  the  Senate,  as  reported  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  starting  on  page  12086,  and  once 
again  the  provisions  of  the  bill  were  dis¬ 
cussed  at  considerable  length,  some  12 
pages  in  the  Record. 

THE  MERITS  OF  H.R.  15151 

Now  there  has  been  considerable  dis¬ 
cussion  about  the  merits  of  this  bill. 
There  have  been  charges  that  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  measure  would  provide  a 
windfall  to  certain  farmers.  There  have 
have  been  allegations  that  this  bill  would 
cost  the  Government  substantial  sums 
of  money.  There  have  been  charges  that 
someone  is  trying  to  slip  something  over 
on  the  Senate. 

The  able  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Cooper]  answered  this  charge  of  slipping 
something  over  more  effectively  than  I 
could  this  morning. 

I  dispute  all  of  these  charges.  First, 
I  want  to  point  out  in  no  uncertain 
terms  that  the  only  purpose  of  this  bill 
is  to  remove  an  inequity  that  came  about 
and  was  unforeseen  when  the  Food  and 
Agriculture  Act  of  1965  was  enacted  into 
law. 

Senators  will  recall  that  the  cotton 
provisions  enacted  last  year  established 
a  domestic  allotment.  That  law  also 
provided  for  price-support  loans  for  cot¬ 
ton  at  not  more  than  90  percent  of  the 
world  price.  The  loan  rate  for  1966  was 


set  at  21  cents  per  pound.  This  was  done 
in  order  to  provide  our  domestic  mills 
the  opportunity  to  purchase  cotton  at 
world  prices.  Then  in  order  to  provide 
our  domestic  producers  with  some  price 
and  income  protection  the  Congress  au¬ 
thorized  a  price-support  payment  which 
in  1966 — this  was  for  the  producer — was 
set  at  9.42  cents  per  pound. 

Under  the  1965  act  cotton  producers 
hit  by  a  disaster  are  eligible  for  the 
price-support  payments  of  9.42  cents  per 
pound  whether  they  had  actually  planted 
or  not.  But  the  producer  who  was  lucky 
enough  to  get  his  seed  in  the  ground  be¬ 
fore  the  disaster  was  permitted,  under 
the  1965  act,  to  subsequently  plant  his 
cotton  acreage  to  other  crops,  including 
soybeans,  without  penalty.  This  farmer 
can  plant  soybeans  and  still  receive  his 
cotton  price-support  payments. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  poor  farmer 
who  had  gone  to  all  the  expense  of  pre¬ 
paring  his  land  for  planting,  had  pur¬ 
chased  seed  and  fertilizer,  but  was  pre¬ 
vented  from  the  actual  planting  of  the 
seed  by  the  disaster,  under  the  165  act, 
is  in  the  unfortunate  and  inequitable  po¬ 
sition  of  being  penalized  by  the  loss  of 
his  cotton  price-support  payments  if  he 
were  to  do  as  his  neighbor  did,  and 
plant  soybeans.  This  unfortunate  fanner 
must  either  let  his  land  be  idle,  or  plant 
to  cotton  fully  knowing  that  he  will  make 
a  poor  crop. 

This  then  is  the  inequity  that  this  bill 
tries  to  correct.  We  are  only  trying  to 
put  both  of  these  farmers  on  the  same 
footing.  We  are  only  trying  to  permit 
both  of  these  farmers  to  plant  soybeans 
without  penalty.  We  are  only  trying  to 
give  the  unfortunate  farmer  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  plant  a  crop  that  this  country 
needs  rather  than  to  force  him  to  plant 
cotton,  a  crop  that  is  neither  needed  nor 
desirable  at  this  time. 

Under  no  circumstances  can  this  be 
referred  to  as  a  windfall,  for,  as  I  have 
shown,  the  fact  is  that  all  cotton  pro¬ 
ducers  hit  by  disaster  are  eligible  for 
price-support  payments  under  the  1965 
act  whether  they  had  planted  or  not. 

This  will  not  cost  the  Government  any 
additional  money.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
it  may  well  save  the  Government  sub¬ 
stantial  sums,  for  the  fact  is  that  soy¬ 
beans  are  in  very  short  supply,  while  the 
Government  has  huge  stocks  of  cotton 
in  its  warehouses.  As  of  April  30,  the 
Government  had  $2.3  billion  invested  in 
15.1  million  bales  of  cotton. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  it  makes 
much  sense  for  the  Senate  to  do  all  that 
it  can  to  reduce  the  stocks  of  cotton  and, 
on  the  other  hand,  to  make  possible  the 
production  of  larger  amounts  of  soy¬ 
beans  which  are  today  in  great  demand. 
This  year  the  best  estimates  indicate 
that  cotton  production  will  be  less  than 
our  requirements ;  therefore,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  will  be  able  to  reduce  its  stocks. 

This  bill  would  further  the  reduction 
in  Government  stocks  by  not  limiting 
cotton  farmers  who  had  suffered  dis¬ 
aster  only  to  the  production  of  cotton. 
I  repeat,  Mr.  President:  This  bill  would 
further  the  reduction  in  Government 
stocks  by  not  limiting  cotton  farmers 
who  had  suffered  disaster  only  to  the 
production  of  cotton.  With  the  loan 
value  at  21  cents  per  pound,  each  bale 


of  cotton  sold  by  the  Government  would 
put  about  $105  or  more  into  the  Treasury. 
This  makes  good  sense. 

Let  us  not  be  misled  to  believe  that 
farmers  will  let  land  lie  idle.  Farmers 
who  have  been  hit  by  a  disaster  will  plant 
cotton  unless  this  bill  is  approved;  and 
even  if  they  do  not  make  an  average  crop, 
additional  unnecessary  cotton  will  be 
produced.  This  practice  would  not  be 
wise  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment. 

But  notwithstanding  these  good  argu¬ 
ments,  I  return  to  this  matter  of  equity. 
One  farmer  who  was  unfortunate  enough 
not  to  be  able  to  plant  his  cotton,  should 
be  permitted  to  have  the  same  oppor¬ 
tunity  as  the  farmer  who  was  able  to 
plant,  before  the  natural  disaster.  All  of 
us  from  farm  areas  know  that  not  all 
farmers  proceed  on  a  schedule  set  from 
above.  Neighboring  farms  may  have 
land  conditions,  or  drainage  problems 
quite  different  from  each  other.  Other 
factors  enter  in  also,  but,  without  ques¬ 
tion,  one  farmer  can  and  does  plant  be¬ 
fore  another.  We  also  know  that  farm¬ 
ers  cannot  decide  on  the  spur  of  the 
moment  to  buy  cotton  seed  and  fertilizer. 
In  most  cases,  these  arrangements  are 
made  much  in  advance  of  the  actual 
planting.  A  farmer  must  have  seed 
available  when  the  field  is  ready  to  be 
planted,  and  plans  must  be  made  far 
in  advance  of  planting.  Farmers  are 
businessmen,  and  without  plans  they 
would  not  last. 

I  can  see  no  justification  for  a  pay¬ 
ment  limitation.  I  can  see  no  justifica¬ 
tion  for  treating  one  farmer  different 
from  another.  I  believe  that  all  farmers 
should  be  treated  alike.  Some  Senators 
may  not  be  aware  that  under  the  1965 
act,  feed  grain  producers — disaster  or 
no  disaster — are  permitted  under  cer¬ 
tain  conditions  to  substitute  soybeans  for 
feed  grains  and  still  receive  the  feed 
grain  price  support  payments. 

While  I  do  not  have  the  figures,  many 
knowledgeable  people  feel  that  there  will 
be  substantial  substitution  of  soybeans 
for  feed  grains  this  year.  In  my  opinion, 
it  is  only  equitable  that  we  permit  cotton 
farmers,  under  even  more  controlled  cir¬ 
cumstances,  to  substitute  another  crop 
for  cotton. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  this  conference 
report  will  be  approved  today  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  and  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  pending  business? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  the  motion  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
to  postpone  consideration  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  H.R.  15151  to  June  15. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  set  the  record  straight. 

As  I  understand  the  situation,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Williams]  said  that  the  bill  was 
introduced  in  the  House  on  one  day, 
taken  up  on  the  next  day,  and  acted  on 
without  hearings. 

The  Record  shows  that  the  bill  was 
introduced  in  the  House — and  I  have  a 
copy  of  it  here — under  date  of  May  18, 
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1966,  and  that  it  was  referred  to  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry. 

Tire  committee  considered  the  bill  and 
held  hearings  on  May  20  and  May  24. 
The  bill  was  reported  to  the  House  on 
the  day  that  the  hearings  were  con¬ 
cluded.  The  bill  was  reported  with 
amendments,  considered,  and  passed. 
This  was  all  done  by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  motion 
to  postpone  action  on  the  conference  re¬ 
port  to  June  15,  would,  in  fact,  nullify 
the  very  purpose  of  the  bill  and  the  con¬ 
ference  report. 

I  hope  that  the  Senate  will  recognize 
that,  if  this  motion  is  adopted,  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  would  be  postponed  until  after 
the  planting  season.  It  would  therefore 
kill  the  bill.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  kill  the 
effect  on  the  bill.  That  is  correct.  That 
is  what  I  desire  to  point  out. 

When  the  bill  was  sent  to  the  Senate 
prior  to  May  26,  I  had  an  understand¬ 
ing  that  the  bill  would  remain  at  the 
desk  until  such  time  as  I  could  obtain 
consent  from  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders  to  take  the  measure  up  without 
referring  the  House  bill  to  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

We  had  before  us  and  identical  bill, 
and  I  checked  with  the  committee. 
There  was  no  opposition  to  the  measure 
at  all,  and  no  hearings  were  ordered  to 
be  held. 

Mi-.  President,  I  should  like  to  read 
excerpts  from  the  Record  of  Thursday, 
May  26,  1966. 

I  read  from  page  11001: 

Mr.  Ellender.  Mr.  President,  there  is  at 
the  desk  H.R.  15151.  I  requested  that  that 
bill  remain  at  the  desk  so  that  we  may  be 
able  to  take  it  up  this  morning. 

I  have  consulted  with  the  majority  leader 
and  the  minority  leader  and  those  who  are 
interested  in  the  bill.  There  was  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  taking  it  up  today. 

However,  I  have  learned  in  the  last  few 
minutes  that  there  is  objection.  There  will 
be  objection  urged  by  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]. 

A  Senate  bill  similar  to  this  bill — H.R. 
15151,  which  has  been  enacted  by  the  House 
of  Representatives — is  before  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

I  have  consulted  many  members  of  the 
committee,  and  there  is  no  objection  to  it. 

My  purpose  this  morning  is  simply  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered,  and  since  there  will  be  objection,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  first  and 
second  reading  be  dispensed  with  and  that 
the  bill  be  placed  on  the  calendar  so  that 
we  might  be  able  to  take  it  up  tomorrow. 

The  Acting  President  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  would  ob¬ 
ject  to  its  being  taken  up  that  quickly.  If 
it  is  desired  to  put  the  matter  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Calendar,  to  be  taken  up  after  the  Me¬ 
morial  Day  recess,  I  have  no  objection. 

When  I  discussed  the  matter  with  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams], 
there  was  no  idea  of  holding  hearings  on 
the  measure.  The  Senator  never  sug¬ 
gested  it.  All  that  he  desired  was  a  little 
time  in  which  to  look  into  the  bill. 

I  read  further  from  page  11001,  the 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware: 


I  wish  to  point  out  one  matter.  This  bill 
was  introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  on  Tuesday  of  this  week  and  passed 
the  same  day  it  was  introduced. 

That  statement  is  incorrect.  As  I  have 
just  indicated,  the  bill  was  introduced  on 
May  18.  Hearings  were  held  on  May  20 
and  May  24.  The  bill  was  reported  on 
May  24  to  the  House  and  passed  by  the 
House. 

I  continue  to  read  from  the  statement 
of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  on  page 
11001: 

It  never  appeared  on  the  calendar  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  It  never  appeared 
on  the  calendar  of  the  Senate.  Now  it  is  be¬ 
ing  asked  that  the  bill  be  passed  without  go¬ 
ing  to  the  Senate  committee. 

I  think  that  the  least  we  can  do  is  to  put 
it  on  the  calendar  and  let  it  go  over  for  a 
couple  of  days  so  that  those  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  can  understand  what  is  being  done  and 
those  who  have  objection  may  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  examine  the  bill. 

If  the  bill  is  going  to  be  put  on  the  Senate 
Calendar  with  the  understanding  that  there 
will  not  be  any  effort  to  bring  it  up  for  con¬ 
sideration  until  next  week.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  unanimous-consent  request. 
Otherwise,  I  do  object. 

Mr.  Ellender.  Mr.  President,  we  have  no 
recourse,  I  assume.  We  consent  to  that  re¬ 
luctantly. 

I  had  in  mind  that  this  was  an  emer¬ 
gency  bill,  and  that  it  should  have  been 
taken  up  before  the  Memorial  Day  recess. 
However,  I  reluctantly  consented  to  hav¬ 
ing  the  measure  placed  on  the  calendar. 

I  continue  to  read  from  my  statement 
on  page  11002: 

Mr.  President,  I  renew  my  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

The  Acting  President  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  understand 
that  the  request  now  is  that  it  go  direct  to 
the  Senate  Calendar  with  the  understanding 
it  will  not  be  motioned  up  until  next  week. 

Mr.  Ellender.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  No  objection. 

Mr.  President,  following  that  debate, 
I  had  placed  in  the  Record  a  full  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill  together  with  other 
matters  pertaining  to  the  measure. 

When  the  matter  was  debated  in  the 
Senate,  the  Senate  did  agree  to  the 
$10,000  limitation.  The  bill  was  then 
passed  and  sent  to  conference,  and  the 
conferees  met.  The  House  was  adamant 
in  behalf  of  its  version.  The  matter 
now  before  the  Senate  is  for  us  to  vote 
up  or  down  what  the  conferees  did. 

Of  course,  as  was  pointed  out  yester¬ 
day,  the  House  would  not  go  along  with 
the  $10,000  limitation,  and  since  the 
House  would  not  agree,  since  it  was 
adamant,  the  Senate  conferees  bowed  to 
the  wishes  of  the  House,  and  the  matter 
before  us  now  is  to  vote  this  conference 
report  up  or  down. 

As  was  pointed  out  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Tennessee,  if  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware  is 
agreed  to,  it  will  simply  mean  another 
delay  until  after  June  15th.  All  of  that 
delay,  Mr.  President,  will  simply  mean 
that  it  will  be  too  late  for  farmers  to 
plant  soybeans  in  lieu  of  cotton  where 
disaster  struck.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
surprised  at  the  action  taken  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware.  I  though  when  the 
Senate  before  the  holiday,  all  he  wanted 
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was  time  to  look  into  the  matter.  But 
I  find  now  that  he  wishes  to  kill  the  bill. 
In  my  opinion,  that  is  exactly  what  he 
wishes  to  do. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
Delaware  has  always  been  against  farm 
bills;  I  do  not  know  the  last  time  he 
voted  for  one.  Senators  will  recall  that 
during  the  debate  on  the  enactment  of 
the  1965  farm  bill,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  tried  on  at  least 
three  or  four  occasions  to  limit  the  pay¬ 
ments,  and  the  Senate  would  not  agree 
to  that.  Not  only  at  that  time,  but  on 
previous  occasions  the  Senator  from  Del¬ 
aware  has  tried  to  limit  the  payments  to 
farmers. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  With  always  the 
same  result;  that  is,  that  Congress  went 
against  him. 

I  yield  to  my  junior  colleague. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Har¬ 
ris  in  the  chair).  The  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  my  senior  colleague  may  recall  that 
just  a  few  weeks  ago’  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  was  handling  a  measure  on 
the  floor  and  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  opposed  it  very  vigorously.  He  did 
not  prevail,  but  it  went  to  conference  and 
we  brought  back  a  conference  report 
that  should  have  been  more  to  his  liking 
than  the  bill  we  passed.  But  the  Sena¬ 
tor  made  a  very  vigorous  fight,  and  de¬ 
layed  the  conference  report  for  a  few 
days,  fighting  the  same  battle  all  over 
again. 

I  admire  the  consistency  and  sincerity 
of  the  Senator,  and  his  determined  effort 
to  defeat  something  he  does  not  agree 
with.  But  I  suggest  that  if  every  Sena¬ 
tor  were  to  insist  on  being  so  diligent  in 
opposing  measures  with  which  he  did  not 
agree,  we  could  be  here  until  this  time 
next  year,  passing  bills  that  could  have 
been  passed  in  half  that  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  further  that  I  believe  this  bill 
has  received  due  consideration.  The 
only  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  correct  an 
inequity  that  came  about  with  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  Food  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1965.  . 

Under  that  law  a  producer  who  plants 
cotton  on  his  lawfully  permitted  acreage 
is  entitled  to  price  support  payments.  If 
some  disaster  prevents  his  making  a  crop, 
he  can  replant  his  land  to  another  com¬ 
modity  without  losing  his  cotton  price 
support  payments. 

Existing  law  further  provides  that  a 
producer  who  is  prevented  from  planting 
cotton  because  of  a  natural  disaster  is 
also  entitled  to  cotton  price  support  pay¬ 
ments,  but  in  such  case  he  gets  his  pay¬ 
ments  only  if  he  does  not  plant  another 
income  producing  crop  on  his  permitted 
cotton  acreage. 

There  is,  of*  course,  very  little  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  producer  who  planted 
his  cotton  just  before  the  flood  or  other 
disaster  and  the  farmer  who  had  bought 
his  seed,  plowed  his  ground,  and  done 
everything  but  plant.  There  is  also  no 
advantage  to  the  government  in  pro¬ 
hibiting  the  latter  producer  from  plant- 
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ing  some  other  crop  that  is  not  subject 
to  marketing  quotas  or  a  voluntary  ad¬ 
justment  program.  Such  economic 
waste  accomplishes  no  good  for  anyone. 
The  entire  purpose  of  the  bill,  there¬ 
fore,  was  to  permit  such  a  farmer  who 
had  been  prevented  from  planting  his 
permitted  cotton  acreage  to  plant  some 
other  crop  not  subject  to  an  adjustment 
program  and  still  obtain  his  price  sup¬ 
port  payment. 

The  House  Conference  Committee 
members  and  many  Senators  feel  that 
there  is  a  clear  inequity  in  existing  law 
regarding  the  treatment  of  farmers  who 
have  planted  and  those  who  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  plant  where  both 
have  been  struck  by  disaster.  The  ex¬ 
isting  law  is  clear  as  regards  those  farm¬ 
ers  who  have  been  lucky  enough  to  get 
their  seed  in  the  ground.  These  pro¬ 
ducers  are  entitled  to  the  payments 
under  the  law  and  can  plant  soybeans 
or  any  other  income  producing  crops 
without  penalty.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  producer  who  may  have  plowed  his 
field,  fertilized,  bought  the  pesticides 
and  seed,  but  who  was  not  permitted  to 
plant  because  of  disaster,  is  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  where  his  payments  would  be  lost 
if  he  were  to  plant  soybeans  or  other 
income  producing  crops.  In  other  words, 
this  second  farmer  is  forced  by  law  to 
plant  cotton  or  leave  his  land  idle.  And, 
as  all  of  you  know,  no  good  farmer  ever 
wants  to  leave  land  idle.  It  goes  against 
his  nature  to  see  a  resource  go  to  waste. 
Therefore,  fully  expecting  to  make  less 
than  a  good  crop,  he  would  go  ahead  and 
plant  his  fields  to  cotton. 

Under  such  circumstances,  it  seems  to 
me  to  be  ridiculous  that  the  Government 
is  paying  this  farmer  to  divert  acres  from 
the  production  of  cotton,  and  at  the  same 
time  forcing  him  to  plant  a  crop  that  is 
not  needed.  The  report  of  the  Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation,  as  of  April  30, 
shows  that  the  Government  has  about 
$2.3  billion  invested  in  15.1  million  bales 
of  cotton.  To  force  farmers  to  plant 
cotton,  a  commodity  that  is  not  needed, 
is  especially  ridiculous  when  everyone 
knows  that  this  Government  has  done  all 
it  can  to  encourage  the  production  of 
soybeans,  a  crop  that  is  very  necessary, 
and  a  crop  that  is  in  short  supply. 

It  would  be  good  sense  indeed  to  agree 
to  this  conference  report  solely  on  the 
basis  of  savings  to  the  Government. 
With  Government  cotton  stocks  as  high 
as  they  are,  we  should  do  what  we  can 
to  reduce  them.  Therefore  I  urge  that 
the  motion  to  postpone  further  action 
until  June  15th  be  rejected. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  I  sup¬ 
port  the  motion  of  the  Senator  from 
Delaware,  and  I  wish  to  say  this:  Last 
week  when  we  were  debating  this  bill, 
it  appeared  to  me  that  the  bill  had  been 
rather  hastily  considered,  that  it  had  not 
been  thought  through  as  completely  as 
it  should  have  been,  and  that  there  was 
some  inequity  present  in  the  bill. 

But  when  I  sought  to  offer  on  the  floor 
an  amendment  to  work  what  I  consid¬ 
ered  equity  in  the  bill,  I  was  immediately 
met  by  the  reply  that  no  amendments 
would  be  considered  at  all,  that  this  was 
emergency  legislation,  and  that  if  the 
bill  did  not  pass  just  right  then  and 


there,  there  would  be  no  need  for  it  at 
all.  I  believe  the  Record  will  bear  that 
out. 

However,  somewhere  along  the  line  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  was  in  fact 
adopted,  and  here  we  are,  a  week  later; 
and,  if  we  are  to  believe  the  statement 
of  the  manager  of  the  bill  at  the  time,  it 
is  already  too  late  for  the  bill  to  do  any 
good;  otherwise  there  would  have  been 
no  reason  not  to  consider  the  amend¬ 
ments  that  were  sought  to  be  offered  to 
try  to  make  this  into  a  better  bill. 

I  personally  thought  that  we  were 
rushing  it  too  much,  but  the  manager  of 
the  bill  did"  state  that  that  bill  had  to 
pass  light  then  and  there,  or  else  there 
would  be  no  need  to  have  it.  So  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  will  harm  it  any  more 
than  it  has  been  harmed  already,  be¬ 
cause  the  Senate  did  see  fit  to  agree  to 
an  amendment,  and  that  has  resulted  in 
about  a  week’s  delay. 

I  regret  that  there  was  not  some  op¬ 
portunity  for  a  hearing  to  be  held  on  this 
matter — even  a  rather  perfunctory  hear¬ 
ing.  I  originally  moved  to  refer  the  bill 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  hoping 
that  that  could  be  done,  and  that  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  could  have  a 
rather  rapid  hearing. 

That  was  objected  to.  I  even  offered 
to  negotiate  a  time  certain  on  it.  That 
was  objected  to.  The  whole  atmosphere 
was  that  the  bill  had  to  be  passed  on  that 
day,  or  else  it  would  not  be  of  any  use 
at  all. 

Mr.  BASS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  BASS.  I  made  no  such  statement. 
I  think  I  am  the  Senator  to  whom  the 
Senator  refers,  and  I  made  no  such  state¬ 
ment,  that  if  it  were  not  passed  that  day, 
it  would  not  do  any  good. 

I  made  the  statement  that  it  was  an 
emergency,  and  was  needed  at  that  time. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BASS.  If  the  Senator  will  permit 
me,  let  me  add  this:  The  longer  the  bill 
is  delayed,  the  less  effective  it  will  be, 
and  the  poorer  crop  the  affected  farmers 
can  produce.  That  is  the  statement  I 
made.  But  if  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
can  find  anywhere  in  the  Record  that  I 
said  that  if  it  was  not  passed  that  day,  it 
was  not  needed,  I  wish  he  would  point 
it  out. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  sure  that  the 
tenor  of  the  Senator’s  remarks  was  that 
it  was  an  emergency,  and  that  action  at 
once  was  vital,  and  that  that  was  why 
he  would  object  to  any  amendment  what¬ 
soever.  Any  amendment  at  all  was  just 
out,  as  far  as  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
was  concerned. 

I  can  understand  the  Senator’s  atti¬ 
tude,  if  this  was  an  emergency  and  it  was 
so  vital  that  great  damage  would  be  done 
if  the  bill  failed  of  immediate  passage. 

But  the  damage  presumably  has  al¬ 
ready  been  done.  The  damage  was  done 
when  the  Senate  did  agree  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  and  it  went  to  conference.  That 
was  a  week  ago.  So  I  suggest  that  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
is  not  designed  to  do  any  more  harm  to 
the  bill  than  has  been  done  by  the  delay 
that  has  already  occurred. 


Mr.  President,  my  friend,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Bass]  has 
questioned  what  I  said  about  certain  re¬ 
marks  made  on  the  floor  on  June  1.  In 
order  that  the  Record  may  be  absolutely 
clear  on  this  point,  I  wish  to  quote  from 
the  Record  of  June  1,  page  11427: 

Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware.  They  will  be. 
I  am  wondering  whether  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  would  not  recognize  the  merits 
of  the  proposal  and  be  willing  to  accept  the 
$5,000  limit  on  these  payments? 

Mr.  Bass.  I  could  not  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  even  if  X  thought  it  had  merit,  for 
reasons  which  I  have  been  explaining  all 
afternoon;  namely,  that  this  is  an  emer¬ 
gency  measure.  The  farmers  have  had  a 
disaster - 

Mr.  Anderson.  Where? 

Mr.  Bass.  If  they  do  not  get  this  pending 
legislation  and  get  the  privilege  of  planting 
this  crop  within  the  next  5  days,  the  time 
will  be  gone. 

That  colloquy  occurred  on  June  1, 1966. 
It  is  now  8  days  later.  If  the  time  was 
“gone”  on  June  6,  according  to  the  man¬ 
ager  of  the  bill,  I  wish  to  repeat  that  I 
do  not  believe  that  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams! 
for  the  adoption  of  an  amendment  and 
the  subsequent  conference  activities,  is 
designed  to  do  any  more  damage  than 
has  resulted  already. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  Senator’s  statement  is  correct. 
This  motion  to  delay  the  matter  until1 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  can  find  out  what  they  are  doing 
is  not  out  of  order. 

Much  has  been  said  about  dealing  with 
emergency  legislation  and  that  this  must 
be  dealt  with  in  the  next  few  days.  That 
argument  of  urgency  has  prevailed 
throughout  the  debate,  and  it  is  a  farce. 
We  are  acting  on  a  4-year  program. 
This  bill  lays  out  the  formula  for  the 
next  4  years.  The  proponents  of  the 
legislaion  vigorously  objected  to,  and 
were  successful  in  defeating,  a  proposal 
that  this  be  limited  to  the  1966  crop. 
No;  they  wanted  a  4-year  plan  on  the 
basis  that  once  they  got  their  hands  in 
the  Federal  Treasury  there  would  be  an 
emergency  for  4  years. 

As  to  the  manner  in  which  this  pro¬ 
posal  was  handled,  it  is  true  that  a  bill 
was  introduced  on  May  18.  I  mentioned 
that  in  my  remarks.  But  the  bill  of 
May  18,  as  it  was  introduced,  dealt  only 
with  cotton.  It  is  not  the  same  as  the 
bill  before  as  now.  The  bill  which  was 
reintroduced  on  May  24  and  reported  by 
the  House  committee  on  the  same  day  it 
was  reintroduced  included  not  only  cot¬ 
ton  but  also  feed  grains — corn,  wheat, 
and  others  controlled  crops — and  it  was 
permanent  legislation  instead  of  1  year. 
That  bill  was  introduced  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  and  was  reported  as  a 
clean  bill  on  the  24th.  It  v/as  voted  on 
by  the  House  of  Representatives  on  the 
same  day,  before  any  copies  of  it  were 
made  available  to  Members  of  the  House. 
Only  one  copy  was  at  the  desk  when  the 
House  voted  on  the  bill. 

The  bill  came  to  the  Senate.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
asked  that  it  be  stopped  at  the  desk  and 
brought  up  for  immediate  consideration. 
At  that  time  I  made  the  point  that  again 


12158 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


only  one  copy  of  the  bill  was  available — 
only  one  copy.  I  said  that  surely  the 
emergency  was  not  so  great  that  the 
matter  could  not  go  over  until  the  bill 
was  printed.  It  was  carried  over,  and 
the  bill  was  printed,  as  I  suggested. 

During  the  debate  a  couple  days  later, 
we  offered  amendments,  and  we  were 
successful  in  placing  a  limitation  of 
$10,000  on  the  maximum  payment  which 
any  one  farmer  could  receive  for  a  crop 
which  he  had  never  planted. 

Remember  that  this  bill  deals  with 
payments  to  farmers  on  crops  which 
they  have  not  planted,  which  will  never 
be  planted,  and  which  they  only  intended 
to  plant,  and  then  the  bill  will  allow  them 
to  use  the  same  acreage  to  plant  soy¬ 
beans  or  some  other  crop  under  price 
supports.  That  is  what  we  are  dealing 
with  in  this  legislation.  As  to  the  need 
for  a  $10,000  limitation,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  a 
former  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  who  is 
certainly  not  considered  to  be  antifarmer, 
joined  in  supporting  that  amendment 
and  pointed  to  one  particular  example  of 
a  fanner  he  knew  with  a  1,000-acre  cot¬ 
ton  allotment  and  an  average  production 
of  four  bales  per  acre.  This  was  in  an 
area  that  was  a  so-called  disaster  area. 
Conceivably  this  man  could  collect  $200,- 
000  from  the  Government  for  1,000  acres 
of  cotton  which  he  had  not  planted  and 
then  could  on  that  same  acreage  plant 
a  crop  of  soybeans  and  get  price  supports 
from  the  Government. 

My  amendment  would  limit  the  pay¬ 
ment  to  that  individual,  or  to  any  other 
individual,  to  $10,000.  It  was  stated  that 
on  the  basis  that  this  amendment  was 
adopted  by  the  Senate  the  President 
would  veto  this  legislation,  and  the  bill 
would  therefore  be  lost. 

Why  would  the  President  veto  this  leg¬ 
islation?  This  limitation  is  in  accord 
with  his  own  proposal. 

In  his  message  to  Congress  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States,  Lyndon  B. 
Johnson,  advocated  and  recommended 
regulations  or  limitations  on  payments, 
thereby  confining  the  benefits  to  the 
small  farmers. 

None  of  the  supporters  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  have  accused  President  Johnson  of 
being  a  political  hypocrite  or  indicated 
that  he  did  not  mean  it.  Yet,  now  that 
the  Senate  has  passed  a  limitation,  we 
are  told  he  would  veto  the  bill  because 
it  affected  some  large  Texas  farms. 

I  certainly  am  not  making  any  such 
accusation  against  our  President.  The 
President  in  his  message  to  Congress — 
this  Congress — the  one  which  is  in  ses¬ 
sion  now — advocated  restrictions  on  pay¬ 
ments  to  large  fanners.  Yet,  we  are  told 
that  now  that  the  Senate  has  carried 
out  his  request  he  did  not  mean  it,  that 
he  will  veto  such  a  bill. 

Let  me  quote  another  statement  the 
President  made  the  year  before,  in  1965, 
in  his  message  to  Congress: 

X  have  instructed  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  lead  a  major  effort  to  find  a  new 
approach  to  reduce  the  heavy  cost  of  the 
farm  program  and  direct  more  of  our  efforts 
to  the  small  farmers  who  need  the  help  most. 

We  are  now  told  that  a  limitation  will 
be  vetoed.  Had  the  proponents  of  this 
legislation  not  been  so  determined  to 


take  care  of  the  large  farms — corporate 
farmers — who  have  not  planted  their 
crops  and  who  would  get  in  excess  of 
$10,000,  had  they  not  been  so  interested 
in  taking  care  of  these  large  farmers,  the 
bill  would  have  been  on  the  desk  of  the 
President  last  Thursday  and  could  have 
been  signed.  But,  no,  it  is  held  up.  It 
is  still  in  the  Senate  today.  Why? 

Because  they  are  more  interested  in 
protecting  the  larger  farmers  than  they 
are  the  small  farmers. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Bass]  said  much  about  being  interested 
in  this  bill  and  wanted  to  get  it  passed 
quickly. 

In  the  State  of  Tennessee  there  are 
55,665  cotton  farmers,  and  only  99  would 
be  affected  at  all  by  the  limitation  on 
the  amendment  which  was  adopted  in 
the  Senate.  Yet  we  are  told  that  if  we 
cannot  take  care  of  the  99  large  opera¬ 
tors  in  Tennessee,  then  the  other  55,000 
and  more  can  do  without. 

In  Texas,  there  are  167,208  cotton 
farmers,  but  only  5,180  affected  at  all  by 
this  limitation. 

In  the  State  of  Louisiana  there  are 
29,538  cotton  farmers,  and  yet  only  415 
would  be  affected  by  the  limitations  in 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  case  of  the 
administration’s  determination  to  take 
care  of  a  small  number  of  large  farmers 
that  we  are  here  debating  today — 
whether  we  pay  these  $150,000  or  $200,- 
000  payments  to  these  corporate  type  op¬ 
erations  which  are  not  planting  cotton, 
or  whether  they  should  be  limited  to 
$10,000.  Remember  that  this  is  not  a 
payment  on  a  crop  that  is  destroyed  after 
it  has  been  planted.  These  are  pay¬ 
ments  to  farmers  for  something  that 
they  will  say  they  intended  to  do,  but 
because  of  weather  they  are  going  to 
plant  other  crops.  They  want  their 
large  payments  for  not  planting  and 
their  permission  to  plant  the  same  acre¬ 
age  in  another  crop. 

Mr.  President,  much  was  said  in  criti¬ 
cism  of  Henry  Wallace  a  few  years  ago 
for  advocating  a  program  of  killing  pigs 
and  paying  farmers  for  plowing  under 
every  third  row  of  cotton.  Henry  Wal¬ 
lace  was  a  rightwing  conservative  com¬ 
pared  to  this  administration.  Here,  in 
the  pending  conference  report,  they  are 
proposing  to  pay  for  pigs  which  have 
never  been  born.  The  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  under  this  bill  will  pay  a  man 
$200,000  just  for  thinking  about  plant¬ 
ing  cotton  provided  he  changes  his  mind 
before  he  plows  his  field.  Afterward  he 
can  plow  the  land  and  plant  a  soybean 
crop,  but  he  keeps  his  payments. 

We  will  be  paying  farmers  for  cotton 
acreage,  corn,  and  other  crops  solely 
because  they  are  thinking  about  plant¬ 
ing;  then  they  raise  soybeans  instead. 

This  is  a  wrong  program  in  the  first 
place  even  with  limitations,  but  if  the 
Congress  is  going  to  go  ahead  and  pass 
it,  surely  we  can  keep  it  limited  to  the 
small  farmer  and  not  be  so  concerned 
about  the  large  payments. 

Yesterday,  I  cited  an  example  of  a 
large  operator  in  the  State  of  Arizona. 
This  gentleman  is  renting  his  land  from 
the  State  of  Arizona.  I  have  a  letter 
here  from  the  Governor’s  office  stating 
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that  he  is  paying  them  an  average  of 
$3.60  to  $4.50  per  acre  for  this  land  that 
he  is  renting  from  the  State. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
confirmed  that  this  same  land  has  been 
planted  in  cotton,  for  which  they  are 
paying  him  as  high  as  $51.70  per  acre 
under  this  program. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  pending 
bill  he  can  get  $51.70  per  acre  for  the 
cotton  that  he  considered  raising  on  this 
land,  then  he  can  raise  a  crop  of  soy¬ 
beans  on  the  same  land  and  get  price 
supports  on  that  crop.  Is  this  the  Great 
Society? 

Just  where  are  we  going  to  stop?  Are 
we  going  to  start  paying  unemployment 
insurance  to  the  man  who  holds  a  job 
on  the  side?  Are  we  going  to  allow  him 
to  draw  both  checks?  There  is  just  as 
much  merit  in  that  proposal  as  to  allow 
any  farmer  to  draw  two  Government 
checks  on  the  same  acreage,  particularly 
with  no  limitations  as  to  the  amount  that 
he  can  draw. 

An  attempt  was  made  yesterday  to  ad¬ 
vance  the  argument  that,  Well,  they  have 
a  letter  from  the  general  counsel  in¬ 
terpreting  the  bad  effect  this  limitation 
would  have  on  the  entire  program. 
Significantly,  that  argument  was  drop¬ 
ped  this  morning.  I  commend  those 
supporting  the  bill  that  it  has  been 
dropped  because  it  was  the  most  ridicu¬ 
lous  argument  and  fuzziest  interpreta¬ 
tion  I  have  ever  seen  put  out  by  any  man 
who  holds  a  responsible  public  office. 

I  was  very  much  amazed  to  see  such 
a  fuzzy  ruling  until  I  recognized  the 
name  of  the  man  who  wrote  the  letter. 

I  discovered  in  looking  at  the  record 
further  that  the  same  Mr.  Bagwell  who 
wrote  yesterday’s  fuzzy  ruling  on  the 
Department’s  position  is  the  same  Mr. 
Bagwell  who  on  April  11,  1962,  wrote  an 
equally  fuzzy  ruling  and  stated  that  all 
of  Billie  Sol  Estes’  activities  had  been 
legal  and  that  there  was  nothing  for  the 
Department  to  be  concerned  about. 
Later  Billie  Sol  Estes  went  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  penitentiary.  That  shows  what  the 
court  thought  of  this  general  counsel’s 
ruling,  and  my  opinion  of  the  man’s 
ability  is  even  lower. 

He  is  just  a  convenient  rubberstamp, 
ready  to  issue  any  ruling  needed  to  fit 
the  occasion. 

My  own  personal  opinion  is  that  this 
gentleman  should  be  put  out  out  of  of¬ 
fice — perhaps  we  should  put  him  on  a 
farm  and  then  he  would  learn  something 
about  farming.  I  do  not  really  want  to 
put  him  on  a  farm  in  our  area  because 
I  have  too  much  respect  for  our  farmers, 
and  none  as  to  what  this  man’s  knowl¬ 
edge  of  either  farming,  law,  or  the 
agricultural  program  in  general  is. 

There  are  762,257  farmers  producing 
cotton  in  the  United  States. 

Out  of  that  number,  only  10,470  are 
affected  by  the  $10,000  limitation.  The 
administration  forgets  the  250,000  small 
farmers  and  concentrates  on  taking  care 
of  these  10,000,  all  of  whom  will  get  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  $10,000,  some  as  high  as  $200,000, 
solely  for  thinking  about  raising  a  crop, 
never  putting  a  plow  to  the  ground, 
never  putting  a  pound  of  fertilizer  or 
seed  in  the  ground,  but  still  drawing  as 
much  as  $200,000  merely  for  thinking 
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about  raising  cotton  crops — then  they 
raise  soybeans  instead. 

If  that  is  what  Congress  wants  then 
we  should  accept  the  conference  report. 
If  that  is  not  what  the  Senate  wants 
then  let  us  adopt  this  motion,  delay  this 
matter  until  next  week,  get  the  Depart¬ 
ment  down  before  the  committee,  and 
find  out  whether  the  present  adminis¬ 
tration  meant  that  we  should  confine 
this  help  to  the  small  farmer  or  whether 
the  President  was  merely  making  a 
political  stump  speech. 

I  am  going  to  support  a  limitation,  as 
the  President  advocated,  by  voting  for 
the  limitation  in  the  bill;  the  alterna¬ 
tive  would  be  to  assume  the  President 
was  being  a  political  hypocrite. 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  listening  to  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  with  a  great 
deal  of  interest.  I  pride  myself  on  being 
a  small  farmer,  but  I  also  pride  myself 
on  being  for  the  consumers  of  America. 
It  struck  me  as  a  contradiction  when  the 
Senator  made  his  argument  for  his  pro¬ 
posal,  because,  if  he  substituted  the  word 
“consumer”  for  “small  farmer,”  the  Sen¬ 
ator  would  have  cast  a  different  vote 
yesterday  than  he  did.  The  Senator 
voted  against  millions  of  consumers  yes¬ 
terday  when  he  supported  the  private 
marketing  group  by  voting  for  the  cotton 
amendment.  So  I  think  he  is  not  con¬ 
sistent. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  that  statement,  and  I  would 
like,  if  the  Senator  wishes,  to  go  into 
debate  on  that  question  of  consumer  in¬ 
terest.  I  have  had  great  respect  for  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  I  have  always 
admired  her  and  respected  her.  I  re¬ 
spect  her  now  even  more  because  she 
is  now  indicating  an  ability  to  read  other 
Senator’s  minds.  This  is  something 
that  few  people  can  do. 

Sure  I  am  interested  in  the  consumer. 
There  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
how  best  to  serve  the  interest  of  the  con¬ 
sumers.  I  am  glad,  however,  that  the 
Senator  mentioned  the  consumer  in  this 
instance,  because  the  consumers  do  have 
a  vital  interest  in  this  act.  Consumers 
are  taxpayers.  The  consumers  are  the 
ones  who  will  have  to  pay  the  taxes 
to  make  the  $200,000  payments  to  these 
large  farmers.  I  only  hope  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  will  join  me  in  saving  the 
consumers  as  taxpayers  this  amount  of 
money.  I  hope  she  will  join  me. 

In  addition,  it  is  a  fact  that  these  large 
corporate  operations  subsidized  by  the 
Government  are  not  in  the  interest  of 
the  consumer  or  the  small  farmer.  I  do 
not  think  the  consumers  are  interested  in 
seeing  that  these  large  payments  are 
made  to  large,  corporate  fanners;  there¬ 
fore  I  suggest  that  the  consumers  check 
the  roll  call  vote  on  this  proposal  here 
today. 

As  to  whether  soybeans  should  be  put 
in  one  size  package  or  whether  there 
should  be  a  change  in  the  way  they  are 
now  measured  in  bushels  is  a  matter  of 
opinion  on  which  there  may  be  a  differ¬ 
ence  of  opinion,  but  surely  there  is  no 
possible  difference  of  opinion  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  that  we  want  to  save  money  for  the 
taxpayers  that  is,  if  we  really  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  protecting  the  consumers. 


The  program  before  us  has  been  rec¬ 
ommended  on  the  basis  that  it  would 
save  the  Government  money.  That  is 
utterly  ridiculous.  This  is  a  multimil¬ 
lion  dollar  Great  Society  Give-Away, 
with  the  bulk  of  the  benefits  going  to 
the  largest  operators. 

No  one  really  believes  that  it  will  save 
money.  The  fact  is  that  it  will  increase 
costs  and  taxes  to  the  taxpayers,  each  of 
whom  is  a  consumer.  They  will  have  to 
pay  for  the  program,  and  this  program 
will  surely  cost  money.  Money  is  what 
we  are  dealing  with  in  this  program. 
Surely  anything  that  increases  spending 
on  such  programs  costs  the  consumer 
money  and  represents  that  much  more  in 
taxes  that  the  consumer  has  to  pay. 

One  other  factor  involved  is  the  infla¬ 
tionary  effects  of  these  deficit  spending 
programs.  As  a  result  of  the  high  cost 
of  these  Great  Society  programs  the  de¬ 
ficit  of  the  present  administration  has 
exceeded  $36  billion  in  the  last  5  years. 
In  the  last  5  years  the  Great  Society  ad¬ 
ministration,  the  one  that  is  now  in  pow¬ 
er,  has  spent  over  $36  billion  more  than 
it  has  taken  in.  That  is  at  the  rate  of 
$500  million  a  month  in  the  red. 

That  is  inflationary.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  why  the  consumers  of  America  are 
having  a  job  making  both  ends  meet,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  aged.  This  administration 
has  done  more  to  pauperize  the  aged  and 
retired  people  than  has  any  administra¬ 
tion  in  the  history  of  America. 

I  thank  my  friend  from  Oregon  for 
having  reminded  me  of  this  fact.  In  the 
interest  of  the  consumer  I  should  have 
mentioned  it  earlier.  I  welcome  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  mention  this  oftimes  for¬ 
gotten  group  now,  because  the  aged  are 
the  ones  who  are  most  affected  by  the 
inflationary  policies  of  this  adminis¬ 
tration. 

I  am  disturbed  by  the  continually  ex¬ 
panding  policy  of  deficit  spending  of 
this  Great  Society — planned  deficit 
spending,  as  we  were  told  in  the  Finance 
Committee  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treas¬ 
ury  and  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  They  actually  boasted  that  they 
were  planning  these  deficits  and  now  the 
result  is  this  inflation.  Now  they  are 
reaping  the  whirlwind  of  the  inflation. 
They  have  started  it,  but  do  not  know 
how  to  stop  it.  The  only  way  to  stop  it 
is  to  stop  these  big  spending  programs, 
and  the  administration  just  will  not  do 
that. 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  Will  the  Senator 
tell  me  what  I  said  that  made  him  think 
I  was  trying  to  read  his  mind? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  got 
the  impression  that  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  was  trying  to  interpret  my  vote 
of  yesterday.  The  Senator  should  realize 
that  there  may  be  a  difference  of  opin¬ 
ion  in  the  way  we  approach  these  prob¬ 
lems. 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  I  think  that  is 
true  on  a  great  many  of  our  votes. 

Mr*.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Some 
people  forget  that  consumers  are  tax¬ 
payers.  Farmers  are  taxpayers.  The 
independent  fanners  and  business  men 
are  taxpayers.  I  do  not  think  we  can 


deal  with  one  without  considering  the 
other. 

To  continue  with  what  I  was  saying  on 
behalf  of  the  consumers  as  taxpayers  this 
administration  has  been  wasteful  in  the 
matter  of  spending,  and  I  am  not  un¬ 
mindful  of  the  fact  that  since  1900  the 
Democratic  Party  when  in  office  has 
spent  $314  billion  more  than  it  has  taken 
in.  Of  our  national  debt  93  percent  has 
been  created  by  the  Democratic  Party. 
On  only  five  occasions  since  1900  has 
there  been  a  surplus  under  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  Party,  and  two  Of  those  surpluses 
were  during  the  Republican  controlled 
80th  Congress.  We  balanced  the  budget 
during  those  2  years  and  also  cut  taxes — 
both  achievements  over  the  veto  of  a 
Democratic  President,  Mr.  Truman. 

Tax,  spend,  and  elect  has  been  the 
motto  of  the  freewheeling  spenders  of 
this  Great  Society. 

Those  are  facts  which  should  concern 
every  consumer  in  America.  It  is  this 
extravagant  record  that  I  am  trying  to 
stop  here  today  when  I  ask  the  Senate  to 
place  a  limitation  upon  the  amount  of 
subsidy  paid  to  each  producer.  When  I 
vote  for  this  limitation  I  am  only  carry¬ 
ing  out  what  the  President  said  he  would 
support.  Yet,  now  we  are  told  that  if  we 
do  approve  the  limitation,  as  he  told  us 
he  wanted  done,  he  will  veto  the  bill. 

Has  the  Senate  no  more  faith  than 
that  in  the  sincerity  of  the  man  in  the 
White  House? 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield. 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  For  some  reason, 
the  people  like  the  Democrats,  because 
they  seem  to  vote  for  the  Democrats 
rather  than  for  the  Republicans. 

This  interchange  has  brought  out  one 
statement  by  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
that  I  wanted  to  hear,  and  that  was  that 
consumers  are  being  hard  put  to  make 
both  ends  meet. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  point 
out  that  it  is  going  to  get  even  harder  for 
the  consumers  unless  we  stop  this  pyra¬ 
miding  of  spending  programs,  and  if  we 
can  get  a  program  of  “Truth  in  Govern¬ 
ment”  there  may  be  a  change  in  election 
results. 

FAIR  PACKAGING  AND  LABELING 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  As  a  consequence  of 
the  discussion  which  has  just  been  had 
and  in  view  of  the  discussion  of  yester¬ 
day  concerning  the  present  law  dealing 
with  packaging,  I  feel  I  should  refer  to 
the  fact  that  word  has  been  sent  through¬ 
out  the  country  that  we  have  no  laws 
adequate  to  deal  with  honest  packaging 
on  the  law  books  today. 

The  fact  is  that  what  was  in  the 
packaging  bill  yesterday  is  now  in  the 
laws  of  the  United  States. 

I  want  to  point  out  that  the  Federal 
Food  and  Drug  Act  provides,  in  section 
403,  that  food  shall  be  deemed  to  be  mis¬ 
branded  and  falsely  labeled  if  its  con¬ 
tainer  is  so  made,  formed,  or  filled  as  to 
be  misleading. 

The  Cotton  amendment  yesterday  gave 
recognition  to  the  law  which  is  now  on 
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the  books.  The  law  now  in  existence 
gives  the  U.S.  Government  the  power 
to  institute  criminal  prosecution  against 
any  merchant  who  sells  his  goods  in 
packages  that  are  so  formed,  made,  or 
filled  as  to  be  misleading. 

The  present  public  officials  have  not 
used  the  laws  which  they  have  avail¬ 
able.  But  the  argument  has  been  made 
that  we  need  a  new  law.  A  new  law,  in 
all  certainty,  will  be  enacted;  but  the 
only  result  will  be  the  creation  of  a  new 
bureau,  the  hiring  of  new  investigators 
and  new  lawyers,  and  the  appointing  of 
new  administrators  in  a  new  department 
to  do  a  job  that  can  be  done  under  ex¬ 
isting  law  by  the  Food  and  Drug  Ad¬ 
ministration. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  correct.  The  pres¬ 
ent  law  is  adequate.  What  is  needed  is 
the  enforcement  of  existing  laws,  and 
not  more  laws.  The  real  purpose  for 
requesting  from  Congress  a  new  law  is, 
as  I  see  it,  to  take  the  Department  off  the 
hook  or  to  excuse  the  present  officials 
for  their  lack  of  enforcement  in  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  consumer.  They  have  ade¬ 
quate  authority,  and  if  they  have  not 
been  using  it,  they  should  be  replaced, 
rather  than  having  a  new  agency  set  up 
to  do  what  they  have  failed  to  do. 

I  agree  completely  with  the  remarks 
of  the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  subscribe  to  one 
phase  of  the  packaging  bill  that  was  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  for  consideration  yes¬ 
terday;  that  is,  the  requirement  that 
the  labels  be  so  designed  and  printed 
as  to  make  it  simple  for  the  housewife 
to  understand  what  the  quantity  in  the 
package  is,  whether  fluid  ounces  or  solid 
ounces.  That  is  a  provision  that  the  bill 
contains,  and  I  am  certain  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr.  Cotton] 
and  other  Senators  who  voted  for  the 
Cotton  amendment  yesterday  subscribe 
to  that  provision. 

But  I  repeat :  If  it  is  desired  to  enforce 
fair  packaging  because  a  container  is 
fraudulently  designed,  all  that  is  nec¬ 
essary  is  to  examine  the  Pure  Food  and 
Drug  Act.  A  law  already  exists,  and  it 
is  adequate.  That  law  has  not  been 
used.  No  one  has  answered  the  argu¬ 
ment  I  have  made.  No  one  has  estab¬ 
lished  that  a  law  for  this  purpose  does 
not  exist.  There  is  a  law.  All  that  is 
necessary  is  to  use  it. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Delaware. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  yesterday 
was  labeled  “truth  in  packaging.”  What 
I  am  insisting  on  here  is  truth  in  gov¬ 
ernment.  The  American  people  have  a 
right  to  know  the  truth  about  what  is 
being  spent  by  this  administration. 

The  bill  before  the  Senate  is  pictured 
as  an  emergency  measure  to  take  care  of 
a  disaster.  What  disaster?  It  is  nothing 
of  the  kind.  This  is  a  4-year  bill.  It 
will  be  on  the  statute  books  for  4  years. 
The  sole  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  make 
payments  to  farmers  for  crops  they  only 
thought  about  producing,  having  never 
put  a  plow  into  the  ground.  After  re¬ 
ceiving  the  payments  of  $50  to  $200  per 
acre  based  on  their  previous  yields  and 


after  receiving  payments  sometimes  as 
high  as  $200,000  per  farmer  they  would 
then  be  allowed  to  raise  a  crop  of  soy¬ 
beans  or  some  other  income-producing 
crops  on  the  same  acreage  and  receive 
price  supports.  This  bill  should  be  la¬ 
beled  the  “Great  Society  Gravy  Train.” 

I  say  again  that  the  only  question  be¬ 
fore  us  today  is.  Are  Senators  interested 
in  taking  care  of  the  760,000  small  farm¬ 
ers  in  America,  or  are  Senators  more  de¬ 
termined  to  take  care  of  just  the  large 
operators  merely  because  the  latter  hap¬ 
pen  to  have  a  little  more  political  in¬ 
fluence? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Wil¬ 
liams]  to  postpone  action  on  the  con¬ 
ference  report  until  June  15.  The  yeas 
and  nays  have  been  ordered,  and  the 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  Alaska  [Mr. 
Gruening],  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
[Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Montoya],  and  the  Senator- 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Tydings]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pell],  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell]  are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Church],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Montoya],  the  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Russell] 
would  each  vote  “nay.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott], 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Case],  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  are  absent  on  official  busi¬ 
ness. 

The  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Tower]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Jordan] 
is  absent  on  official  committee  business. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Case]  is  paired  with  the 
Senator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Tower].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  would  vote  “yea”  and  the 
Senator  from  Texas  would  note  “nay.” 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Jordan]  is  paired  with  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel].  If  pres¬ 
ent  and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
would  vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from 
California  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  24, 


nays  59, 

as  follows: 

[No.  90  Leg.] 
YEAS— 24 

Aiken 

Fannin 

Morton 

Bennett 

Griffin 

Murphy 

Boggs 

Hickenlooper 

Pearson 

Brewster 

Hruska 

Saltonstall 

Cotton 

Javits 

Scott 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Dirksen 

McIntyre 

Smith 

Dominick 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 
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NAYS— 59 


Bartlett 

Hill 

Muskie 

Bass 

Holland 

Nelson 

Bayh 

Inouye 

Neuberger 

Bible 

Jackson 

Pas  tore 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Proxmire 

Byrd,  Va. 

Kennedy,  Mass. 

Randolph 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Cannon 

Long,  La. 

Robertson 

Clark 

Magnuson 

Russell,  Ga. 

Cooper 

Mansfield 

Smathers 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Sparkman 

Douglas 

McClellan 

Stennis 

Eastland 

McGee 

Symington 

Ellender 

McGovern 

Talmadge 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Thurmond 

Fulbright 

Mondale 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

Monroney 

Yarborough 

Harris 

Morse 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Hart 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

Hartke 

Mundt 

NOT  VOTING— 17 

Allott 

Gruening 

Pell 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Prouty 

Carlson 

Jordan, Idaho 

Russell,  S.C. 

Case 

Kennedy,  N.Y. 

Tower 

Church 

Kuchel 

Tydings 

Fong 

Montoya 

So  the  motion  of  Mr.  Williams  of 
Delaware  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which 
the  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  the  Senate  today  ap¬ 
proved  what  is  called  an  emergency  and 
disaster  agricultural  subsidy  bill.  It  is 
to  be  operative  for  a  period  of  4  years. 
The  bill  as  originally  adopted  placed  a 
$10,000  limitation  on  the  amount  that 
could  be  paid  to  a  single  farmer  in  a 
single  year.  The  bill,  as  adopted  by  the 
House  of  Representatives,  and  today  by 
the  Senate,  removed  the  $10,000  limita¬ 
tion  and  now  creates  a  situation  where 
cotton  growers  will  be  eligible  to  be  paid 
in  excess  of  $10,000.  One  of  them  will 
be  paid  $250,000. 

The  bill  was  offered  to  deal  with  a 
disaster  of  cotton  growers  facing  them 
in  this  year  of  1966. 

The  purpose  to  deal  with  the  disaster 
of  1966  by  adopting  a  1-year  program 
has  resulted  instead  in  a  4-year  relief 
program. 

The  injustice  against  the  general  tax¬ 
payer  is  further  aggravated  by  the  un¬ 
believable  fact  that  the  cotton  grower 
will  become  entitled  to  disaster  pay¬ 
ments  by  showing  not  that  he  planted 
cotton  which  was  destroyed  by  disaster, 
but  by  only  showing  that  he  intended  to 
plant  cotton  which,  if  planted,  would 
have  been  destroyed. 

After  the  grower  establishes  his  rights 
to  receive  disaster  payments  in  many 
instances,  the  payments  being  in  excess 
of  $10,000 — and  at  least  in  one  instance 
of  $250,000 — such  grower  will  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  plant  other  products;  for  in¬ 
stance,  soybeans,  and  on  this  planting  to 
receive  another  price  support  payment. 

What  we  are  doing  in  the  Congress  in 
giving  away  taxpayers’  money  is  unbe¬ 
lievable,  indefensible,  and  shockingly 
against  every  concept  of  decency.  Sen¬ 
ator  John  Williams  of  Delaware  is  to  be 
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commended  for  his  persistence  in  dis¬ 
closing  to  the  Senate  the  weakness  of 
this  program.  The  President  of  the 
United  States  should  veto  the  bill. 


TOLLS  FOR  SHIPPING  IN  THE  ST. 

LAWRENKE  SEAWAY  MUST  NOT 

BE  INCREASED 

Mr.  YOUNG \f  Ohio.  Mr.  President, 
hearings  are  ncmr  being  conducted  in 
Chicago  by  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  De¬ 
velopment  Corp.,  with  regard  to  increas¬ 
ing  the  tolls  on  the  StALawrence  Seaway 
by  as  much  as  10  percent.  I  understand 
that  officials  of  the  Pork of  New  York 
Authority,  the  Maryland  Port  Authority, 
the  North  Atlantic  Ports  Association,  the 
Association  of  American  Railroads,  the 
National  Committee  for  a  Ncha-Subsi- 
dized  Seaway,  so-called,  and  the  New 
York-New  Jersey  Committee  for  aNSelf- 
Supporting  Seaway  are  appearing  to  urge 
increased  tolls.  Most  of  these  parties  are 
honest  enough  not  to  mask  their  identN 
ties  under  such  flagrantly  misleading  la-' 
bels  as  committees  for  a  nonsubsidized 
seaway.  Nonetheless,  the  purposes  of 
all  are  clear. 

It  appears  that  the  old  opponents  of 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  are  once  again 
out  to  scuttle  it — this  time  by  increased 
costs.  They  want  charges  raised,  and 
other  impediments  placed  in  the  path 
of  this  growing  artery  of  transportation 
so  that  it  can  never  achieve  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  built.  Present  tolls  are 
already  highly  restrictive.  A  ship  travel¬ 
ing  the  316  miles  from  Montreal  to  Lake 
Erie  traverses  some  185  miles  of  man¬ 
made  channels  and  locks  with  an  effec¬ 
tive  depth  of  27  feet.  When  loaded  with 
15,000  tons  of  general  cargo,  this  ship 
now  pays  seaway  tolls  and  transit 
charges  amounting  to  more  than  $14,000. 
However,  to  travel  comparable  distances 
in  the  manmade  channels  of  the  Hudson 
River,  32  feet  deep,  the  Delaware  River, 
40  feet  deep,  or  the  Mississippi  River, 
36  feet  deep — the  same  ship  with  the 
same  cargo  would  pay  not  one  cent  in 
tolls. 

As  a  Senator  from  a  State  bordering 
the  Great  Lakes,  I  am  dedicated  to  the, 
growth  of  the  seaway  and  the  expansion 
of  the  ports  on  the  Great  Lakes,  espe¬ 
cially  those  in  Ohio  such  as  Cleveland, 
Toledo,  Ashtabula,  Conneaut,  Fan-port 
Harbor,  and  Lorain.  I  shall  do/my  ut¬ 
most  to  assure  that  the  seaway  /sorts  can 
compete  with  ports  on  other  Roasts  on  a 
fair  and  equitable  basis,  esjrecially  with 
regard  to  access  to  the  seE 

Mr.  President,  product^  manufactured 
in  Ohio  and  in  other  Great  Lakes  States 
can  now  be  shipped  /riore  economically 
by  the  St.  Lawrencg  Seaway  directly  to 
the  ports  of  Eiu/fpe  and  other  conti¬ 
nents  instead  of/oeing  taken  by  truck  or 
train  to  easterns  seaports,  unloaded,  and 
then  loaded  on  oceangoing  vessels.  The 
St.  Lawrenoe  Seaway  holds  tremendous 
potential  for  Ohio  and  for  all  the  States 
in  the  Midwest  and  every  effort  must  be 
made  to  encourage  its  use.  Increasing 
toll  imes  would  only  work  to  destroy  the 
effectiveness  of  the  seaway. 

ilvery  dollar  which  our  Government 
'fas  spent  to  construct  our  share  of  the 
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seaway  project  is  a  borrowed  dollar  on 
which  3  V2  percent  interest  is  being  paid. 
Both  principal  and  interest  must  be  re¬ 
turned  from  toll  revenue  derived  from  all 
shipping  within  a  50-year  period.  There 
is  absolutely  no  need  whatsoever  to  in¬ 
crease  tolls  at  this  time  when  every  ef¬ 
fort  should  be  made  toward  encouraging 
greater  use  of  this  important  seaway. 

I  cannot,  and  will  not,  stand  idly  by 
while  eastern  interests,  whose  ports  have 
enjoyed  a  steady  increase  in  traffic  since 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  opened,  under¬ 
take  to  cripple  or  further  disadvantage 
the  Great  Lakes  ports. 

Should  tolls  on  the  St.  Lawrence  Sea¬ 
way  be  increased,  I  intend  to  ask  that  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works  criti¬ 
cally  review  Federal  expenditures  for  fu¬ 
ture  improvements  of  entrance  channels 
leading  from  the  oceans  to  our  U.S.  ports 
with  a  view  toward  placing  all  entrance 
channels  on  the  same  self-liquidating 
basis  as  the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway.  All 
of  this  Nation’s  seaports,  including  the 
Great  Lakes  ports,  should  be  placed  on 
ttie  same  economic  footing  with  equal 
rights  of  access  to  the  oceans  of  the/ 
worid. 

Vesw  definitely  tolls  for  shipping  usjtfig 
the  great  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  should 
not  be  rucreased.  Let  us  encourage  and 
not  discourage  more  and  greater  use  of 
this  seaway  so  important  to  jdie  pros¬ 
perity  of  theriMiddle  West. 

I  yield  to  tnk  senior  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche]  A 

Mr.  LAUSCHE\  Mr.  P/esident,  several 
days  ago  I  made  a  statement  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  dealing with  this  subject. 
At  that  time  I  poirriedsnut  that  a  special 
committee  of  the/Committee  on  Com¬ 
merce,  of  which/I  was  chairman,  made 
a  study  of  the  .Operation  o\the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  Seawawf 

One  of  the  conclusions  reached  was 
that  an  increase  in  tolls,  instead  of  pro¬ 
ducing  increased  revenue  would  produce 
diminbsned  revenue. 

When  the  tolls  were  fixed  it  was\as- 
sumed  that  the  channel  in  the  Great 
L/xes  would  be  dug  to  a  depth  of  27  feet 
iroughout  the  entire  system  of  the' 
'lakes.  That  depth  has  not  yet  been 
reached. 

Therefore,  it  can  be  justly  said  that 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  has  not  yet 
been  completed  in  accordance  with  the 
intention  of  the  promoters  at  the  time 
the  legislation  was  adopted  authorizing 
its  construction. 

We  also  have  the  situation  that  the 
cargo  of  the  U.S.  Government — which  is 
the  largest  shipper  of  merchandise — be¬ 
cause  of  the  failure  of  ships  carrying  the 
American  flag  going  into  the  Saint  Law¬ 
rence  Seaway,  is  not  being  carried  out  of 
the  inland  ports. 

I  concur  strictly  with'  the  statement 
made  by  my  colleague  from  Ohio  that  it 
would  be  a  mistake  to  increase  the  toll. 
Greater  tests  should  be  made.  We 
should  wait  until  the  entire  channel  is 
dug  to  a  depth  of  27  feet.  We  should 
wait  to  see  that  the  Government  begins 
carrying  cargoes  out  of  the  inland  ports, 
and  not  have  them  carried  by  rail  to  the 
Atlantic  coast  and  then  transferred  into 
the  flagships  on  the  Atlantic  coast. 


I  wish  to  commend  my  colleague  for 
the  position  he  has  taken.  I  believe  it  i§ 
absolutely  sound. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  thank  my  distinguished/col¬ 
league. 

He  has  made  a  most  convincing  state¬ 
ment.  In  addition,  several  days  ago  he 
made  a  very  convincing  stateinent  in  this 
Chamber  that  the  tolls  should  not  and 
must  not  be  increased. 


FAIR  PACKAGING/AND  LABELING 

:t 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Shair  lays  befo/e  the  Senate  the  unfin- 
hed  business/ 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  fls.  985)  to  regulate  interstate 
and  foreign  commerce  by  preventing  the 
use  of  /mfair  or  deceptive  methods  of 
packaging  or  labeling  of  certain  consum¬ 
er  commodities  distributed  in  such  com¬ 
merce,  and  for  other  purposes. 

le  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement,  de¬ 
bate  on  each  amendment  is  limited  to  1 
hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  mover  of  any  such  amendment 
and  the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  ;  and  on  the  question  of  final 
passage  of  the  bill,  the  time  will  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  3  hours,  to  be  divided  equally  and 
controlled  by  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  576 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  last 
evening,  before  we  took  up  the  confer¬ 
ence  report,  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
had  proposed  an  amendment  to  the  bill. 
Is  that  amendment  now  pending? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  The  pending  amend¬ 
ment  is  the  one  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton], 

The  amendment  is:  on  page  25, 
between  lines  16  and  17,  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  section: 

Sec.  8.  In  order  to  prevent  certain  unfair 
practices  that  deprive  manufacturers  and  re¬ 
tailers  of  the  protection  they  should  enjoy 
>n  the  basis  of  fair  competition  and  to  pro¬ 
mt  consumers  by  guaranteeing  fair  prices 
and  quality  goods  and  to  assist  consumers  in 
making  price  comparisons,  and  for  other 
purposes,  section  5(a)  of  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act,  as  amended,  is  further 
amend ech  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  New  paragraphs: 

“(7)  The\wner  of  a  brand,  name,  or  trade¬ 
mark  shall  bX  deemed  to  retain  his  property 
rights  thereinNnd  in  the  trade  and  public 
good  will  symbolized  thereby,  regardless  of 
any  sale  or  transfer  of  the  goods  to  which 
such  brand,  name,  Or  trademark  relates,  and 
no  such  sale  or  tranter  shall  be  deemed  to 
diminish  or  extinguishSany  such  rights. 

“(8)  Any  person  who\psells  goods  identi¬ 
fied  by  a  distinguishing\brand,  name,  or 
trademark,  either  on  the  laWl,  container,  or 
dispenser  thereof,  may  rightfully  employ  such 
brand,  name,  or  trademark,  but  only  in  ef¬ 
fecting  the  resale  of  such  goods\uid  subject 
to  the  following  provisions  of  this Naragraph. 
If  goods  usable  for  the  same  general  purpose 
are  available  to  the  public  from  sources  other 
than  the  owner  of  such  brand,  name,  or 
trademark,  and  are  in  free  and  open  con^pe- 
tition  therewith,  the  right  of  any  personN 
employ  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark  ft 
effecting  resale  of  goods  so  identified  may  be' 
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revoked  for  a  period  not  exceeding  one  year 
by  the  owner  of  such  brand,  name,  or  trade¬ 
mark  subject  to  the  provisions  of  paragraph 

(10)  bf  this  subsection,  on  written  and 
dated  Notice  of  revocation,  if,  within  ninety 
days  prior,  to  the  date  of  the  written  notice 
of  revocation — • 

"(A)  suclv-person  has  employed  goods  bear¬ 
ing  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  bari  merchandising  practices; 

"(B)  such  person,  after  written  notice 
given  by  such  ownhr  of  such  owner’s  current¬ 
ly  established  resalesprice  or  price  range,  has 
advertised,  offered  fok  sale,  or  sold  any  such 
goods,  acquired  by  such  person  after  he  has 
been  given  such  notice,  ata  price  other  than 
such  currently  established  resale  price  or  at 
a  price  not  within  such  currently  established 
resale  price  range;  or  \ 

"(C)  such  person,  with  intent  to  deceive 
purchasers,  has  published  a  misrepresenta¬ 
tion  or  misrepresentations  conciShing  such 
goods.  \ 

The  owner  of  a  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
who  avails  himself  of  the  provisions  or\para- 
graphs  (7)  to  (17)  of  this  subsection  f ok  the 
purpose  of  establishing  a  resale  price\or 
price  range  shall  thereby  subject  himserc 
without  respect  to  the  amount  in  contro-V 
versy,  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  district  court, 
of  the  United  States  for  any  district  in  which 
goods  identified  by  such  brand,  name,  or 
trademark  are  offered  for  sale,  but  such 
jurisdiction  shall  apply  (i)  only  for  the  ad¬ 
judication  of  issues  involving  the  goods 
covered  by  such  paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  and 

(11)  only  if  the  owner  of  such  brand,  name, 
or  trademark  is  not  subject  to  process  in  the 
courts  of  the  State  in  which  such  purchaser 
acquired  such  goods. 

"(9)  Notwithstanding  revocation  pursuant 
to  paragraph  (8)  of  this  subsection  of  the 
right  of  a  person,  in  reselling  goods,  to  em¬ 
ploy  the  brand,  name,  or  trademark  which 
identifies  such  goods — 

"(A)  such  person  may,  in  the  regular 
course  of  his  business  and  within  a  reason¬ 
able  time  after  the  date  of  such  revocation, 
sell  all  such  goods  of  which,  on  such  date, 
he  is  possessed:  Provided,  That  in  such  sale 
he  shall  commit  none  of  the  acts  described 
in  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  such 
paragraph  (8);  or 

"(B)  if  such  person,  promptly  upon  such 
revocation,  shall  have  supplied  to  the  owner 
of  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark  a  cor¬ 
rect  itemized  listing  of  the  inventory  of  such 
goods  with  a  statement  of  the  price  paid  per 
item  and  the  total  price  (including  trans¬ 
portation  costs)  paid  therefor,  together  with 
a  firm  offer  to  sell  and  deliver  all  such  in¬ 
ventory  to  such  owner  at  any  time  within 
ten  days  thereafter  upon  payment  of  such/ 
total  price  plus  the  cost  of  transportation  *6 
the  owner  in  the  manner  directed  by  sifch. 
owner,  then  such  person,  upon  expiration 
of  the  ten-day  term  of  such  offer  without 
acceptance  may  so  sell  such  goods  in  such 
inventory,  in  the  regular  course  of/nis  busi¬ 
ness  and  within  a  reasonable  timemiereafter, 
without  restriction  as  to  price,  iiywhich  event 
each  advertisement  of,  or  o Sejr  to  sell,  such 
goods,  shall  state  plainly  thitt  the  right  of, 
the  reseller,  offering  such  /oods,  to  employ 
in  any  way  the  brand,  ramie,  or  trademark 
carried  by  the  goods  has-been  revoked  as  to 
any  such  goods  not  hi  that  reseller’s  pos¬ 
session  at  the  time  of  such  revocation. 

"(10)  Any  person/whose  right  to  employ  a 
brand,  name,  or  trademark  has  been  revoked 
by  the  owner  thereof  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  paragraph  (8)  of  this  subsection, 
and  who  thereafter,  except  as  authorized  by 
paragraph  A9)  of  this  subsection,  resells 
goods  identified  by  such  brand,  name,  or 
trademark,  or  who  otherwise  employs  such 
brand, yname,  or  trademark  In  effecting  re¬ 
sale  at  such  goods  or  any  other  goods,  shall 
be  liable  in  a  civil  action  for  damages  and 
injunctive  relief  by  the  owner  of  the  brand, 
ifame,  or  trademark,  to  prevent  and  restrain 


further  violations  of  paragraphs  (7)  to  (17), 
inclusive,  of  this  subsection.  Such  owner 
may  sue  in  any  district  court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  district  in  which  defendant 
resides  or  does  business  or  in  which  the 
alleged  violation  occurred,  without  respect 
to  the  amount  in  controversy,  and  shall  be 
entitled  to  (i)  recover  the  amount  of  any 
damages  sustained,  (ii)  injunctive  relief  to 
prevent  and  restrain  further  violations  of 
paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection,  whether  or  not  specific  money 
damages  are  established,  and  (iii)  recover 
the  cost  of  suit.  Any  injunction  granted 
under  clause  (ii)  of  this  paragraph  shall 
remain  in  effect  for  not  more  than  one  year 
from  the  date  it  is  granted  unless  it  is  the 
second  or  a  subsequent  such  injunction 
issued  against  the  same  defendant  in  favor 
of  the  same  plaintiff  in  which  case  it  may 
be  a  permanent  injunction;  except  that  any 
such  injunction,  upon  petition  of  such  plain¬ 
tiff  may  be  vacated  unconditionally  by  the 
court  granting  it. 

“(11)  In  any  proceeding  under  paragraph 
(10)  it  shall  be  a  defense  for  the  defendant 
(A)  to  establish  that  the  plaintiff  has  not 
used  due  diligence  to  effectuate  observance 
or  enforcement  of  plaintiff’s  rights  under 
.paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection  against  other  persons  who  are  in 
substantial  competition  with  the  defendant 
ana.  who  are  known  to  plaintiff  to  be  violatV1 
ing  She  same  subparagraph  of  paragraph 
(8)  orvthis  subsection  on  which  revocation 
of  the  defendant’s  right  to  employ  the  h/and, 
name,  on.  trademark  was  based  or  >B)  to 
establish  that  the  plaintiff  has  sold  the  same 
kind  of  goolSs  of  like  grade  and  duality  as 
the  goods  involved  in  such  proceeding  to 
another  person,  similarly  situated  under 
terms  more  favorable  or  at  lower  prices  than 
those  under  whiclS^he  plain/iff  offered  such 
goods  for  sale  to  thAdefend/nt. 

“(12)  No  action  pumiant  hereto  shall  pre¬ 
clude  remedial  action  omierwise  available  for 
wrongful  use  of  a  bj/um,  name,  or  trade¬ 
mark.  /  \ 

“(13)  Paragraph?  (7)  to  (V7),  inclusive  of 
this  subsection  snail  apply  no  all  acts  and 
transactions  oy  the  characters  referred  to 
therein,  in  or  affecting  commercerwhich  Con¬ 
gress  may  lawfully  regulate,  but 'Where  the 
owner  of  raurand,  name,  or  trademark  avails 
himself  of  any  right  or  remedy  provided  in 
paragra/hs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  on.  this 
subsea/ion,  such  action  shall  not  cause Vny 
act  or  transaction  not  otherwise  in,  affecting, 
or  ^related  to,  commerce  to  be  an  activity  ov 
toansaction  in,  affecting,  or  related  to,  com- 
jfnerce.  If  any  State,  by  any  provision  of  its 
'constitution  adopted,  or  by  any  law  enacted, 
after  this  paragraph  takes  effect,  prohibits 
resale  price  maintenance  in  such  State 
through  the  exercise  of  paragraphs  (7)  to 
(17),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection,  then, 
while  such  provision  or  law  is  in  effect,  such 
paragraphs  shall  not  authorize  the  estab¬ 
lishment  or  enforcement  of  any  resale  price 
or  resale  price  range  with  respect  to  any  re¬ 
sale  in  such  State  of  any  goods  if  such  goods 
so  resold  are  to  be  delivered  from  a  place  in 
such  State  to  a  purchaser  in  such  State  and 
are  not  to  be  resold  again  for  delivery  to  a 
purchaser  outside  of  such  State. 

"(14)  As  used  in  paragraphs  (7)  to  (17), 
inclusive,  of  this  subsection — 

“(A)  The  term  ‘person’  means  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  partnership,  association,  or  corpora¬ 
tion. 

"(B)  The  term  ‘goods’  means  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise. 

"(C)  The  term  ‘currently  established  re¬ 
sale  price’  means  the  price  for  goods  iden¬ 
tified  by  a  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
specified  by  written  notice  involving  para¬ 
graphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this  sub¬ 
section  given  by  the  owner  of  such  brand, 
name,  or  trademark  to  the  person  reselling 
such  goods. 


"(D)  The  term  ‘currently  established  re¬ 
sale  price  range’  means  all  prices  including/ 
and  between  the  minimum  and  maxim  run 
resale  prices  for  goods  identified  by  a  brand, 
name,  or  trademark,  specified  by  written 
notice  invoking  paragraphs  (7)  to,  (17),  in¬ 
clusive,  of  this  subsection  given  yny  the 
owners  of  such  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
to  the  person  reselling  such  good/. 

Each  such  currently  established^ resale  price 
and  resale  price  range  shall  ye  uniform  at 
each  level  of  distribution,  except  for  reason¬ 
able  marketing  costs.  Su/h  owner  of  the 
brand,  name,  or  trademark  may  so  establish, 
for  reseale  of  a  combination  of  two  or  more 
items  for  goods,  a  resa/e  price  or  price  range 
different  from  the  yum  of  the  currently 
established  resale  vfrice  or  price  ranges  for 
the  items  when /sold  individually.  Such 
owner  of  the  brand,  name,  or  trademark 
may  also  engage  in  other  promotional  activ¬ 
ities  not  made  unlawful  by  any  other 
statute.  / 

“(15)  A/l  rights  and  remedies  provided  in 
paragraphs  (7)  to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this 
subsection,  to  owners  of  a  brand,  name,  or 
tradeihark,  shall  be  also  available  to  any 
ownp  of  a  brand,  name,  or  trademark  who, 
in/the  sale  of  goods  identified  by  such 
brand,  name,  trademark,  shall  compete,  at 
/any  level  of  distribution,  with  any  reseller 
offering  such  goods:  Provided,  That  such 
owner  shall  sell  such  identified  goods,  at 
whatever  level  of  distribution,  only  at  the 
price  or  within  the  price  range  currently 
established  by  such  owner  for  that  level  of 
distribution. 

“(16)  The  following  transactions  shall  be 
exempt  from  paragraphs  (7)  to  (15),  in¬ 
clusive,  of  this  subsection — 

“(A)  Sales  of  bulk  commodities  when  sold 
without  wrappers  or  containers. 

“(B)  Sales  by  any  officer  acting  under  the 
orders  or  authority  of  any  duly  constituted 
court;  or  sales  by  any  person  in  mitigation 
of  damages  or  enforcement  of  a  lien  or  other 
secured  interest  in  said  goods,  when  such 
person  is  not  primarily  engaged  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  goods  for  resale. 

“(C)  Sales  of  damaged,  deteriorated,  de¬ 
faced,  or  secondhand  goods,  when  plain  no¬ 
tice  of  the  condition  of  the  goods  is  given  to 
the  public. 

“(D)  Sales  of  drugs,  medicines,  and  devices 
for  which  either  Federal  or  State  law  or  regu¬ 
lations  requires  a  prescription  from  a  physi¬ 
cian,  dentist,  or  such  other  persons  as  the 
various  States  may  authorize  to  prescribe 
such  items. 

“(E)  Sales  to  or  by  the  Federal,  State,  or 
lnunicipal  governments  or  their  political  sub¬ 
divisions  or  agencies. 

“iF)  Sales  to  charitable,  educational,  med¬ 
ical,  Nand  religious  organizations,  for  their 
own  use  and  not  for  resale. 

“(17) '^f  any  provision  of  paragraphs  (7) 
to  (17),  inclusive,  of  this  subsection  or  the 
application'of  any  such  provision  to  any  per¬ 
son  or  circumstance  shall  be  held  invalid  for 
any  reason  it\s  the  intention  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  that  the  remaining  provisions  thereof 
shall  not  be  affecfi^d  but  shall  remain  in  full 
force  and  effect.”  \ 

Mr.  MORTON.  B4r.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  (OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it.  N. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Do  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  that  under  the  unanimous-consent 
request,  1  hour  of  debate  is  allowed  on 
each  amendment?  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICERS.  One 
hour  on  each  amendment,  to  be  atoided 
equally.  The  Senator  from  Kentucky 
will  have  30  minutes  under  his  control, 
and  30  minutes  will  be  under  the  control 
of  the  Senator  from  Washington. 
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Public  Law  89-451 
89th  Congress,  H.  R.  15151 
June  17,  1966 


an  act 


To  permit  the  planting  of  alternate  crops  on  acreage  which  is  unplanted  because 

of  a  natural  disaster. 


80  STAT.  202 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  103(d) 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  of  the  last  sentence  in  paragraph  (3)  thereof  the  words  “income 
producing  crop  in  such  year/’  and  inserting  “crop  for  which  there 
are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  105(e)  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  which 
the  Secretary  finds  was  not  planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage 
of  feed  grains  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments 
provided  such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  income- 
producing  crop  during  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
sentence  “an  acreage  on  the  farm  which  the  Secretary  finds  was  not 
planted  to  feed  grains  because  of  drought,  flood,  or  other  natural 
disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of  feed  grains  planted 
for  harvest  for  purposes  of  such  payments  provided  such  acreage  is 
not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  crop  for  which  there  are  market¬ 
ing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  379c  (a)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  sentence  reading  “an 
acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  wheat  because  of  drought,  flood, 
or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage  of 
wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided 
such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  other  income-produc¬ 
ing  crops  during  such  year.”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  sentence 
“an  acreage  on  the  farm  not  planted  to  wheat  because  of  drought, 
flood,  or  other  natural  disaster  shall  be  deemed  to  be  an  actual  acreage 
of  wheat  planted  for  harvest  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  provided 
such  acreage  is  not  subsequently  planted  to  any  crop  for  which  there 
are  marketing  quotas  or  voluntary  adjustment  programs  in  effect.” 

Approved  June  17,  1966. 


Agriculture. 
Alternative 
c  rops , 

79  Stat.  1194. 
7  USC  1444. 

7  USC  1441 
note. 


79  Stat.  1204. 
7  USC  1379c. 
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May  24:  Considered  and  passed  House. 
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